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I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
A.  PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) proposes to implement the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan at a fifteen acre site located in southern Vallejo, on the north side 
of the Carquinez Strait, owned by the District since 1983.  In 1988, a Master Plan Report and 
CEQA Initial Study were prepared for the park, but that Master Plan was not implemented.  The 
current Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan that is the subject of this EIR is substantially 
different from the previous Master Plan.  The primary objective of the current Master Plan 
(described in detail in III. Project Description) is to return the site to a more natural condition. 

B.  THE INTENT OF CEQA 

This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
project in Vallejo, California.  CEQA requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be 
prepared for any project to be undertaken or approved by a local or State agency that may have 
a significant effect on the environment.1

The basic purposes of CEQA are to: 

• inform governmental decision–makers and the public about the potential 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities; 

• identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; 

• prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes 
in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the 
governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 

• disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the 
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are 
involved.2

This document, together with its appendices, constitutes a DEIR on the proposed Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park project, a community park development.  The Greater Vallejo Recreation 
District (GVRD) is the CEQA Lead Agency for this project, and is responsible for preparing the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  This EIR is intended to provide sufficient environmental 
documentation to allow the GVRD Board of Directors to make an informed decision concerning 
the proposed project.  This document will also be reviewed and used by Responsible Agencies 
that grant other permits, including the City of Vallejo, San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Glen 
Cove Maintenance Assessment District, Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD), 
and/or County of Solano Department of Environmental Management.  In addition, this EIR may 
be used by other local agencies as a reference document or to assist in the planning of other 
development projects within the City. 

                                                      
1 California Public Resources Code, Section 21000. 
 
2 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15002. 
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C.  BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THIS EIR 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park was published by 
the Greater Vallejo Recreation District on August 22, 2006 (see Appendix A), in accordance with 
Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines), which serve as the official set of 
administrative CEQA rules.  The NOP was accompanied by an Initial Study, prepared pursuant 
to Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The Initial Study (see Appendix B) concluded that 
the project may have a significant effect on the environment, requiring preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report.  The publication and transmittal of the NOP to the State 
Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research initiated a 30–day period for State and 
local agencies and concerned members of the public to provide input into the scope of the EIR.  
Letters received in response to the NOP are presented in Appendix C. 

This Master Plan was prepared by LandPeople, landscape architects and planners, of Benicia, 
California.  The Master Plan process conducted by LandPeople for the proposed park included 
the following public meetings: 

• Initial public workshop at the site, on November 13, 2004. 

• Presentation of a draft Request for Proposals (RFP) intended to elicit potential uses of 
the Stremmel main house to the GVRD Board of Directors, on January 27, 2005. 

• Workshop specific to cultural resources, on April 25, 2005. 

• Review of response to the Stremmel Mansion RFP at a meeting of the GVRD Board of 
Directors on June 6, 2005.  A preliminary finding made by the Board that there were no 
responsive proposals for use of the structure, and that planning should proceed based 
on the premise that the structure would be demolished. 

• Presentation of initial plan concepts and options at a public workshop before the GVRD 
Board of Directors, on August 25, 2005. 

• Presentation of the Draft Master Plan at a public hearing before the GVRD Board of 
Directors, on March 9, 2006. 

Comments by the public and GVRD Board members on the proposed park project at these 
meetings included environmental issues associated with the project.  Applicable comments 
regarding environmental issues were used to determine the scope of the EIR. 

The scope of the EIR was also determined by the Initial Study.  In accordance with the 
provisions of CEQA, the Initial Study was used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be 
significant and to explain the reasons for determining that other potentially significant effects 
would not be significant.3  The Initial Study found that, with the exception of historic cultural 
resources, all impacts of the project could be reduced to a less-than-significant level by 
mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study.  As a result of the scoping process, this EIR 
addresses potential impacts on historic cultural resources.  In accordance with CEQA, this EIR 
also addresses growth-inducing impacts.  No information contradicting the conclusions of the 
Initial Study has been received.  Therefore, topics other than historic cultural resources and 
growth inducement are not discussed in this EIR. 

                                                      
3 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063. 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 2  
Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project  

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



 

D.  THE CEQA PROCESS 
A Notice of Completion (NOC) will be filed with the State Clearinghouse upon completion and 
publication of this Draft EIR (DEIR).  The DEIR will be circulated for review and comment by 
public agencies and members of the public for a period of 45 days.  A public hearing will be held 
during the review period to solicit verbal comments. 

All written comments on the DEIR should be addressed to: 

Shane McAffee, General Manager 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District 
395 Amador Street 
Vallejo, CA 94590 

Comments should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the 
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project 
might be avoided or mitigated.  Comments must be received during the review period to be 
included in the Final EIR. 

Following the public review period, oral comments made at the public hearing on the DEIR and 
written comments submitted to the Greater Vallejo Recreation District that address 
environmental concerns will be responded to in a Comments and Responses document, which 
will be made available to the public.  That document, together with the DEIR, will constitute the 
Final EIR (FEIR).  The FEIR will include the DEIR by reference, copies of written comments 
received on the DEIR during the review period, summaries of verbal comments received at the 
public hearing, a list of each person and/or agency that commented on the DEIR, and the 
District’s responses to the comments.  A Mitigation Monitoring Program also will be prepared to 
ensure the implementation of mitigation measures if the project is approved and implemented. 

The FEIR and Mitigation Monitoring Program must be considered during deliberations on the 
project by the GVRD Board of Directors.  Written findings must be made regarding the 
disposition of each significant adverse environmental effect, mitigation measure, and project 
alternative identified in the EIR, and any overriding considerations that may apply. 

After examining the FEIR, the GVRD Board of Directors will determine whether to certify that (1) 
the FEIR is adequate and has been completed in compliance with CEQA, and (2) the 
information presented in the FEIR has been reviewed and considered prior to approval of the 
project.  Certification of the EIR does not constitute project approval; rather, it is a necessary 
step that precedes project approval.  Typically, though not of necessity, the Lead Agency will 
make a decision on a project immediately after certifying the EIR.  Also prior to project approval, 
the Lead Agency must (under CEQA Guidelines Section 15091) prepare written findings for 
each significant environmental effect, mitigation measure, and alternative identified in the EIR, 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding.  The possible findings, 
which must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record, are: 

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the FEIR; 

2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes 
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have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by 
such other agency; or 

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
FEIR.4

In cases where unavoidable significant impacts would occur, the Lead Agency must also 
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, finding that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the 
project, and the unavoidable adverse environmental effects are therefore “acceptable.” 

Within five working days after approval of the project, the Lead Agency must file a Notice of 
Determination (NOD) with the County Clerk (if the Lead Agency is a State agency, the NOD 
must be filed with the State Clearinghouse).  In the case of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
project, the City is required to file the NOD with the County Clerk for Solano County.  The filing 
of this legal notice starts a 30–day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of 
the project under CEQA. 

Mitigation measures adopted from the EIR must be fully enforceable through permit conditions 
or other mechanisms.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) must be 
adopted with the project to ensure their timely implementation.  In the MMRP, GVRD, 
Responsible Agencies, and/or Trustee Agencies would be assigned responsibility for approving, 
implementing, and monitoring the actual mitigation strategy. 

                                                      
4 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091(a). 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 4  
Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project  

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



 

II. SUMMARY 
 
A.  INTRODUCTION 
The Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) proposes to implement the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan at a fifteen-acre site located in southern Vallejo, on the north side 
of the Carquinez Strait, owned by the District since 1983.  The primary objective of the Master 
Plan is to return the site to a more natural condition. 

This document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on the proposed project.  CEQA requires that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for any project to be undertaken or approved 
by a local or State agency that may have a significant effect on the environment.  GVRD is the 
CEQA Lead Agency for this project, and is responsible for preparing the EIR, which is intended 
to provide sufficient environmental documentation to allow the GVRD Board of Directors to 
make an informed decision concerning the proposed project.  This document will also be 
reviewed and used by other agencies, including Responsible Agencies that grant other permits. 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park was published on 
August 22, 2006, in accordance with CEQA.  The NOP was accompanied by an Initial Study, 
which concluded that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, requiring 
preparation of an EIR.  Publication of the NOP initiated a 30–day period for State and local 
agencies and concerned members of the public to provide input into the scope of the EIR. 

The Master Plan process included a number of public meetings, at which the public and GVRD 
Board members commented on the proposed park project and environmental issues associated 
with the project.  Applicable comments regarding environmental issues were used in 
determining the scope of the EIR. 

Finally, the Initial Study was used in determining the scope of the EIR.  The Initial Study found 
that, with the exception of historic cultural resources, all impacts of the project could be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study; therefore, 
this EIR addresses potential impacts on historic cultural resources.  In accordance with CEQA, 
this EIR also addresses growth-inducing impacts.  All other topics evaluated in the Initial Study 
would not result in significant impacts, and no information contradicting the conclusions of the 
Initial Study has been received.  Therefore, topics other than historic cultural resources are not 
discussed in this EIR. 

This Draft EIR will be subject to a 45--day public review and comment period.  All relevant 
comments on environmental issues received during the public review period will be responded 
to in the Final EIR (FEIR).  That FEIR must be certified by the Lead Agency (the GVRD Board of 
Directors) as complete and adequate prior to approval of the Master Plan.  In order to approve 
the project, the GVRD Board also is required to make findings for each significant environmental 
effect, and, in cases where unavoidable significant impacts would occur, must also prepare a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, finding that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the 
project.  Finally, GVRD must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to 
ensure the timely implementation of all mitigation measures in the EIR. 
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B.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Glen Cove Waterfront Park is proposed on a fifteen-acre site located in southern Vallejo, on 
the north side of the Carquinez Strait, focusing on preserving and enhancing the quiet 
waterfront open space character and natural beauty of the site.  These goals are reflected in the 
Draft Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan (Master Plan)5, which is the subject of this EIR.  
The Master Plan includes the following components: 

Cultural Resource Area. The area around the Stremmel main house on the site, and the area 
adjacent to a small perennial stream, is well documented as an archaeological site that still 
contains human remains and is sacred to many people.  To protect the human remains and 
artifacts from disturbance, the Master Plan calls for definition of a protection area around the 
archaeological site, including a 50-foot buffer.  No construction or other activity involving 
significant disturbance of the soil would occur in this protection area and buffer without 
consultation with a qualified archaeologist to ensure that the cultural resources are protected.  A 
protective layer of approximately 12 inches of soil would be placed over the resource area to 
protect the cultural resources from disturbance during construction and subsequent use of the 
site, and informative signs would be installed. 

Stremmel Main House. Although no determination has been made by a qualified architectural 
historian, the Stremmel main house on the site may qualify as an historic structure.  The Master 
Plan process included an extensive process to solicit use proposals that would allow the main 
house to be retained; however, no responsible use proposals were received.  Because the 
GVRD does not have resources to improve and maintain the main structure, the Master Plan 
calls for its demolition.  Before demolition, the historic features of the house and setting would 
be documented and if necessary, any lead and/or asbestos would be removed by a qualified 
contractor.  The main house is located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection 
area.  To avoid disturbance of the archaeological resources, the main house would be 
demolished according to specifications and controls in the Master Plan designed to avoid 
disturbance of cultural resources, including placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground 
around the structures before demolition.  After demolition, native plants would be planted over 
the area to restore it to a more natural condition, as described in Vegetation Management and 
Habitat Restoration, below. 

Caretaker’s Residence.  The caretaker’s residence (located adjacent to the main house to the 
east) would be retained, to allow for a caretaker at the park.  Repairs and improvements would 
include connection to the nearby sewer main, testing of walls and reinforcement if necessary, 
injection of grout in cracked concrete block house and garden walls, inspection and potential 
upgrade of the wall to roof framing connection, interior and exterior repainting, maintenance of 
the existing garden walls and provision of an additional fence or wall to enclose the caretaker’s 
compound, and possible construction of a small storage shed.  While the Master Plan proposes 
preservation and repair of the caretaker’s residence, the possibility exists that the caretaker’s 
residence may be demolished.  Like the main house (discussed above), the caretaker’s 
residence is located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection area.  Demolition of 
the caretaker’s residence, if undertaken, would be conducted in accordance with procedures 
described in Stremmel Main House, above, to avoid disturbance of the archaeological resources 
in the cultural resources protection area. 

                                                      
5 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006. 
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Roads and Trails. The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site would be 
maintained.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite trail would be constructed 
along the northeast side of the site, connecting (if permission from PG&E can be obtained for 
public access on its service road east of the Park site) to the existing PG&E service road and 
Benicia State Recreation Area (BSRA) to the east.  The existing stairs leading to the beach at 
the main house would be repaired.  An informal path to the cove overlook on the east side and 
an ADA-compliant informal path to the beach at the east end of the site would be constructed.  
Access to the west side of the site would be provided by realigning and reconstructing the 
existing base rock service road on the west side of the site into an informal base rock and/or 
decomposed granite path.  The existing paved road leading to the main house, and informal 
waterfront trail east of the main house, would be improved by constructing a 12-foot-wide paved 
trail on the existing route, except that the path above the outfall of the small creek would be 
rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetation.  Beach/water access to the west side of the 
site would be provided by an ADA-compliant informal path to the beach. 

Public Use Facilities and Fixtures. Basic facilities would be provided to support the intended 
low-intensity use of the park site: a single, unisex stall restroom adjacent to the proposed 
parking area described below; a drinking fountain and/or running water would be provided near 
the restroom; six picnic tables with trash receptacle (three near the point along the west central 
waterfront, one near the beach access trail at the west end of the site, and two at the overlook 
at the eastern waterfront area); and durable concrete or steel benches on the west side of the 
site overlooking the cove, on the east side overlooking the cove, at intervals along the trails, and 
in the cultural resource area. 

Parking. A paved parking area with 14 standard parking spaces and one handicap, van-
accessible parking place with unloading zone would be constructed on a hillside east of the 
Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac.  The northern end would be excavated approximately four to five 
feet into the hillside and the southern portion would be filled to create a relatively level area.  
Mounding shrubs would be planted along the northern end and portions of the eastern edge.  
There would be a double-width vehicle gate at the entrance to the new parking area, closed at 
night to prevent nighttime parking, and a single width gate at the eastern end of the parking area 
to exclude public vehicles while allowing access for maintenance vehicles.  No lighting would be 
installed for the parking area because it would be closed during the night; however, a nearby 
street light on the cul-de-sac would provide some lighting.  GVRD would apply to the City of 
Vallejo for permission to restrict parking at the end of the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac, for 
aesthetic and security purposes.  A vegetated swale south and downstream of the proposed 
parking area would collect stormwater runoff from the parking area. 

Signage, Fencing, and Gates.  Signage at the site would include: a main entrance sign, rules 
and regulations, (possibly) a mapboard sign or kiosk to orient visitors, handicapped parking 
space signs per State standards, regulations regarding protection of wildlife and control of dogs, 
Bay Trail and Ridge Trail route markers, (possibly) signs identifying spur trails, signs identifying 
the cultural resource area boundaries, interpretive signs and exhibits explaining the cultural 
resource area, signs warning about or restricting fishing and water access for health or safety 
reasons (if required), and interpretive signs and exhibits comprising a nature trail that would 
circle the site. 

Fencing exists for the townhome developments on Shoal Drive West on the northwest side of 
the park, and along the northeast boundary of the park at South Regatta Drive.  This fencing 
helps to deter after-hours entry into the park, and to prevent access down the adjacent steep 
slope.  Currently, there is no fencing between the park site and the townhomes along Shoal 
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Drive East, north of the main house/Cultural Resource Area.  Additional fencing would be 
required for the park in this area.  Fencing would also potentially be required at the caretaker’s 
residence. 

The existing white vehicle gate located on the driveway to the main house would be repainted 
with a less obtrusive color (e.g., green), and reflectors may be added.  Other gates at the park 
would include a new double-width gate at the entrance to the new parking area, and a new 
single-width gate at east side eastern end of the parking area to exclude public vehicles while 
allowing access for maintenance vehicles (mentioned in Parking, above). 

Site Grading and Shoreline Protection. Due to past cutting and filling, the current form of the 
western portion of the site is an unnatural-looking bench that blocks views of the water, does not 
drain properly, and prevents mowing of the invasive fennel and artichoke thistle.  The shoreline 
along the western side of the site and at the Cultural Resource Area is eroding into the cove due 
to wave action, both natural and from the wake caused by large ships.  The western portion of 
the site would be graded to a more natural condition to restore the site’s landform and drainage 
pattern, to protect the cultural resources with a layer of soil, to aid in the removal of invasive 
non-native plants and restoration of native plants, and to prevent shoreline erosion.  No grading 
over 12 inches in depth would occur above the area of an identified burial ground in the eastern 
portion of the western site.  Excess soil would be placed in the eastern portion of the project site 
to cap the cultural resource area, fill the basement of the main house, create a pad for the 
proposed parking area, and fill low points.  The depth of fill would be approximately 12 inches, 
with the exception of two areas in the eastern portion of the site that would be up to 15 inches 
deep.  The soil layer would taper off to 0 inches as it approaches the creek bank, the root zone 
of trees and shrubs to be retained, and roads and structures to be retained. 

Installation of shoreline erosion protection would consist of placement of large rock “riprap” 
against portions of the western and central shoreline.  The shoreline protection would avoid the 
delineated wetlands on the site.  The riprap would, if possible, consist of stone materials that 
visually match the native stone on site.  During installation, the riprap would be placed carefully 
rather than dumping; and digging into or driving equipment across the embankment would be 
avoided, to protect the cultural resources along the shoreline. 

Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration. The Master Plan includes a Vegetation 
Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), to control and eradicate highly invasive 
plant species, protect selected specimen trees and manageable stands of non-native trees for 
their aesthetic and historic values, reestablish native grasslands that historically dominated the 
area, and enhance native plant and wildlife habitat. 

Control of the highly invasive species would be addressed by an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) program involving short-term intense mechanical and chemical eradication efforts, 
followed by on-going monitoring and maintenance practices that select for native species and 
less invasive, naturalized species.  Habitat enhancement would be achieved through the control 
and eradication of the highly invasive plant cover and through establishment of native 
grassland, riparian, and woodland species.  Keeping the invasive species from becoming re-
established on the site would be an ongoing management component of the VMHRP that would 
involve coordinated efforts by volunteers, routine mowing and spot treatment by District staff, 
and possibly occasional use of contractors or specialized non-profit organizations. 

Native vegetative cover would be planted over areas disturbed by earthwork and invasive 
species removal.  Individual components of the process would include: removal of an estimated 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 8  
Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project  

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



 

1.4 acres of invasive plants around the central drainage and vicinity of the main house and 
caretaker’s residence; enhancement and creation of approximately 0.6 acre of native riparian 
habitat along the central drainage (from which invasive species would be removed as described 
above); removal of an estimated 0.5 acre of fennel and artichoke thistle dominated ruderal cover 
in the western portion of the site; establishment of approximately 7.3 acres of native grasslands 
on recontoured slopes and areas treated to remove invasive species; and establishment of 
approximately 0.33 acre of native tree and shrub enhancement plantings near the entrance and 
northwestern edge of the site. 

Removal of non-native invasive plants within the Cultural Resource Area would use methods 
that do not disturb the underlying archaeological resources, involving cutting, mowing, and 
herbicide treatment but prohibiting digging, stump grinding or disking.  Trained professionals, 
with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest Control Operator for use of non-restricted 
materials registered for use in Solano County, would be employed to perform all herbicide 
applications.  Best Management Practices would be used during all herbicide applications, 
considering latest standards for products used for target species.  Factors to be considered 
during herbicide application include wind and weather conditions, timing of initial and 
subsequent treatments, specific product and concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat 
and native cover to be preserved or established on the site.  The public would be notified of 
treatment areas prior to herbicide application through temporary signage posted no less than 24 
hours in advance of application, identifying the product to be used, explaining health risks, and 
including a contact person and phone number to answer any questions.  Signs would be posted 
at the entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or as 
necessary to visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area. 

C.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS 
The Initial Study (see Appendix B) found that, with the exception of historic cultural resources, 
all impacts of the project could be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation 
measures identified in the Initial Study.  Therefore, potential impacts on historic cultural 
resources are addressed in this EIR. 

Historic Cultural Resources. The first historic era building construction at Glen Cove included a 
structure that appears to be located in the same place as the existing Stremmel main house.  It 
appears possible, if not likely, that the basement of the existing Stremmel main house is the 
basement remaining from this original structure.  Other structures from the first episode of 
building construction at the site, as well as a subsequent “pleasure resort” consisting of a dance 
hall, residence, and beer garden, no longer exist.  In the 1920s or 1930s, a complex of buildings 
was constructed on the site, replacing the pleasure resort.  These buildings included the existing 
Stremmel main house and caretaker’s residence, as well as several buildings that were 
demolished in the late 1980s or early 1990s.  These buildings were associated with the dairy 
farm that was active on the site until development of the surrounding area in the 1980s. 
 
The Stremmel main house is an approximately 3,400-square-foot, two-story building with 
basement.  It has been unoccupied for several decades, and has not been repaired or 
maintained for an extended period.  It would require a variety of structural and aesthetic repairs 
to return it to habitable condition.  Nevertheless, in historic architectural terms, the structure 
retains its overall integrity.  It has not been assessed for historical significance by a qualified 
architectural historian; however, the structure was constructed in the 1920s or 1930s, may 
incorporate the basement from an 1860s era structure, is associated with several phases of 
local history and prehistory, and retains its overall integrity.  For these reasons, as well as the 
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building’s potential to yield information important to the history of the local area, it is at least 
potentially eligible for listing as an historic structure.  Therefore, it is assumed for the purposes 
of this EIR that the building is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources 
and/or the National Register of Historic Places, and qualifies as an historic resource for CEQA 
purposes. 
 
The proposed project includes demolition of the Stremmel main house, which would be a 
potentially significant impact on historic resources.  The Master Plan calls for measures prior 
to demolition that are intended to document the historic values of the building, which are also 
incorporated in Mitigation Measure I-1, below.  While this mitigation measure would reduce the 
impact of the proposed project, the effect of the project on historic resources could not be 
reduced to a less than significant level, and the proposed demolition of the Stremmel main 
house would remain a significant, unavoidable adverse impact. 
 
D.  MITIGATION MEASURES 
Historic Cultural Resources: 

Mitigation Measure I-1: In accordance with the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master 
Plan, Draft August 2006, Section 2.0.B., Recommendation 1.a, demolition of the 
Stremmel main house shall be preceded by thorough documentation of the features of 
the house and setting with photos, notes, and measurements for historical records.  
Available historic photos, maps, accounts and other records shall be collected and 
assembled into a file to be provided to the Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD), 
the City of Vallejo, the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for 
reference in preparing interpretive signs and materials. 

 
Air Quality: 

Mitigation Measure III-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall reduce the severity of 
project construction–period dust impacts by requiring implementation of the following 
dust control measures by contractors during construction: 
 
a) Watering shall be used twice daily to control dust generation at active construction 

areas, including excavation, grading, and site preparation activities. 
b) Cover all trucks and earthmoving equipment hauling debris, soils, sand and other 

loose materials, or require all trucks and earthmoving equipment to maintain at least 
two feet of freeboard. 

c) Use dust–proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever feasible. 
d) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non–toxic) soil stabilizers on all 

unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
e) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, including affected public 

roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
f) Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent public streets. 
g) Require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment so 

as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such 
means as prohibiting idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are 
waiting in queues, and implementing specific maintenance programs to reduce 
emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction 
period. 
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h) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

i) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to all stockpiles of 
debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the wind. 

j) Limit traffic on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 
k) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways. 
l) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

 

Biological Resources: 
Mitigation Measure IV-1: To avoid impacts to nesting birds, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement one of the following: 
 
A. Tree removal shall occur in the fall (October through December), or: 
 
B. Prior to removal of any tree, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey to determine if the tree contains any occupied nest(s).  The survey shall occur 
within 14 days prior to the initiation of tree removal during the early part of the breeding 
season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these 
activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through September).  An 
active nest would be indicated by one or more of the following: 
 

1. Incubation behavior of adults (e.g., regular periods of “disappearance” into the 
same location followed by short, secretive flights to forage). 
 
2. Extreme distress and alarm calls when in close vicinity of the nest tree. 
 
3. Observation of food being carried on the beak or talons to the nest. 

 
Trees that contain active nest(s) shall be removed only during the fall (October through 
December).  An adequate buffer shall be established around the nest tree as determined 
by the qualified biologist, but providing no less than a 100-foot no disturbance zone 
around the nest tree.  Trees that have been surveyed and do not contain any active 
nests may be removed at any time, as long as they are not contained any required no-
disturbance zone of an active nest, in which case they shall remain until the nest tree is 
removed. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-2: To avoid impacts to roosting bats, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement the following: 
 
Building demolition (main house, and caretaker/s residence if demolished) shall occur 
between February 15 to April 15 or from August 15 to October 15 to minimize the 
likelihood of removal during the winter roosting period when individuals are less active 
and more difficult to detect, and the critical pupping period (April 16 to August 14) when 
young can not disperse. 
 
A pre-construction survey for roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 14 days prior to building demolition.  To determine presence or absence of bats, 
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the survey shall be conducted by a biologist with experience surveying for bats, focusing 
on the attic area of structures to be demolished.  If no special-status bats are identified 
during the pre-construction survey(s), then no impacts to these bats would be expected 
to occur from demolition. 
 
If, however, any special-status bats are identified in any of the structure(s) proposed for 
removal, reproductive status shall be determined, and appropriate measures developed 
to allow for passive relocation through building exclusions and other methods.  
Additional recommendations may be made by the qualified bat specialist following the 
pre-demolition survey, such as opening the roof of the structures, monitoring of 
demolition, and other measures to avoid take of individual bats. 
 
Restrictions on timing of demolition and conduct of the pre-construction survey(s) would 
prevent direct take of individuals or destruction of any maternity roost locations in active 
use.  No immediate replacement of roosting habitat is currently recommended.  If a 
maternity roost or occupied roost is detected during the pre-construction survey(s), 
CDFG shall be notified and consulted to determine if protection measures are adequate 
and if replacement for loss of occupied habitat is required. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-3: The: project sponsor (GVRD) shall obtain appropriate 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for modifications along the 
shoreline, and (if required) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or California 
Department of Fish and Game for modifications to the drainage west of the Stremmel 
main house.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall also obtain Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-4:  All use of herbicides shall be controlled as described in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan and stipulated in Mitigation Measure 
VII-2, including the use of Best Management Practices, compliance with State Guidelines, 
and herbicide application by certified technicians only. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-5:  As required in Mitigation Measure VIII-1, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to control construction-related erosion and sedimentation and, as required in Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a Stormwater 
Control Plan to control operational runoff from the project site. 

 
Cultural Resources: 

Mitigation Measure V-1: All earth-disturbing activities at the project site, including 
connection of the caretaker’s residence to sewer and/or water lines, installation and 
maintenance of walls at the caretaker’s residence, excavation at the proposed parking 
area and restroom, any excavation of contaminated soil associated with the 
underground storage tank near the main house, and all earth-disturbing activities within 
the Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, shall be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist.  Archaeological monitoring for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 
area shall be conducted under a written Archaeological Monitoring Agreement.  Such an 
Agreement shall provide for, at a minimum: 
 

a)  Timely notification prior to any excavations; 
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b)  Monitoring during all earth-moving or soil disturbing activities, however minor, 
until and unless the monitor determines that no impacts to potentially significant 
archaeological materials will occur; 
 
c)  Specific requirements that archaeological monitors be notified immediately if 
potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered anywhere in the 
absence of an onsite monitor; 
 
d)  Authority of the onsite archaeological monitor to halt excavations if potentially 
significant archaeological materials or human remains are encountered; 
 
e)  Time and space to record, photograph and map, recover, retrieve, and/or remove 
any archaeological materials and data during the construction process; 
 
f)  Time and funding for laboratory cleaning, cataloging, analysis, and preparation 
for permanent curation of any and all recovered data and materials after onsite 
monitoring ends; and 
 
g)  Time and funding for a Final Report of findings, to incorporate data developed for 
this report as appropriate and data developed by monitoring and analysis; additional 
historical and/or archival research may also be warranted.  In addition to reporting to 
the project sponsor (GVRD), copies of the Final Report must be submitted to the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System for inclusion in the permanent archives, and another copy shall accompany 
any curated archaeological materials and data.  Archaeological data, reports, and 
recovered materials are and will remain the property of the property owners. 

 
Archaeological identification, inventory, evaluation, research and mitigation under 
provisions of CEQA, if any, shall be completely reported in a comprehensive manner, 
incorporating all methods used and data gained, thorough current scientific analysis of 
all data, and interpretation of any archaeological resources within a regional 
archaeological framework.  Qualified professional archaeologists shall complete the 
report to current professional standards, and the data shall be made available to other 
qualified researchers following completion of the Final Report.  Appropriate specialized, 
focused scientific analytic techniques shall be applied (e.g., radiocarbon dating, obsidian 
sourcing and hydration, typological studies, geomorphological studies, faunal analysis, 
etc.).  Obtaining, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting archaeological data from the 
project area would serve as mitigative compensation for any project-related impacts to 
resources. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-2:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and construction contractors 
shall be prepared to respond appropriately if heretofore undetected archaeological 
resources are encountered anywhere in the project area. 
 
To set up and facilitate both the recommended monitoring and the response procedure 
required under CEQA, a pre-construction meeting shall be arranged involving 
responsible project personnel, both onsite and managerial supervisory construction 
personnel, and the archaeological monitors.  The purpose of this meeting will be to 
familiarize all involved parties with the provisions of this plan.  Construction contractors 
shall be prepared to halt and/or relocate work while finds are identified, recorded, 
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evaluated, and if warranted, mitigative activities carried out.  In virtually all reasonably 
foreseeable circumstances, the appropriate mitigation action will be recording and 
removal of archaeological objects and data from the project area. 
 
Supervisory and construction personnel shall therefore be made aware of the possibility 
of encountering archaeological materials in this sensitive zone.  In this area, the most 
common and recognizable evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are deposits 
of marine shell, usually in fragments (mussels, oysters, clams, abalone, crabs, etc.), 
and/or faunal bone (deer, marine mammals, etc.), usually in a dark fine-grained soil 
(midden); stone flakes left from manufacturing stone tools, or the tools themselves 
(mortars, pestles, arrowheads and spear points); and human burials, often as dislocated 
bones.  Historic materials older than 45 years (bottles, artifacts, trash pits, structural 
remains, etc.) may also have scientific and cultural significance and should be more 
readily identified.  If during the proposed construction project any such evidence is 
uncovered or encountered, all excavations within 10 meters/30 feet shall be halted long 
enough to call in the monitoring archaeologists to assess the situation and propose 
appropriate measures. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and contractors must be 
prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regards to the 
discovery of human remains during construction.  In the event that any human remains 
are encountered during site disturbance, all ground–disturbing work shall cease 
immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in 
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-4: If any paleontological resources are encountered during site 
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance shall be halted until the 
services of a qualified paleontologist can be retained to identify and evaluate the 
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to document and 
prevent any significant adverse effects on the resource(s). 

 
Geology and Soils: 

Mitigation Measure VI-1:  As recommended by the project geotechnical report 
(Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005), all project 
improvements shall be designed in accordance with current earthquake resistance 
standards for the area as outlined in the California Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-2:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-4:  Prior to initiation of grading, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
obtain a City grading permit, and shall comply with all requirements of the grading 
permit. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VI-1. 
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Hazardous Materials: 

Mitigation Measure VII-1:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 
 

Mitigation Measure VII-2:  All use of herbicides in project construction and maintenance 
shall comply with all restrictions and procedures for herbicide use identified in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), including: 
 
a) Use of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 

major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting 
efforts.  Chemical treatment of the invasive species shall be carefully controlled 
according to the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano 
County Agricultural Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent 
exposure to park users, avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective 
and appropriate products available at the time field work is performed. 

 
b) Employed trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest 

Control Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano 
County, to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices shall be 
used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application shall 
include wind and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, 
specific product and concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native 
cover to be preserved or established on the site. 

 
c) The public shall be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 

use of temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, 
identifying the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact 
person and phone number to answer any questions.  Signs shall be posted at the 
entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or 
as necessary to visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area.  Within the 
Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, sign post holes shall not be 
allowed to penetrate into the native ground under the soil cap. 

 
d) Disturbance to the central drainage shall be avoided during recontouring and 

placement of the fill cap.  Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface 
waters shall be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall implement the following: 

 
Step 1:  Identification of Soils to be Excavated/Disturbed 

 
The construction documents for the proposed project shall identify the precise locations 
of soil to be excavated or disturbed.  If the areas to be excavated or disturbed are within 
or near the previously-planned parking area along the northwest boundary of the site 
identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report (Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, California, Master 
Plan Report, Amphion Environmental, Inc., November 1, 1988), or other areas that may 
contain hazardous levels of lead based on the findings of Draft Removal Action 
Completion Report (Harding Lawson Associates, Letter Report to: Ms. Annina Antonio, 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Re: Draft Removal Action Completion 
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Report, Assessment of Lead in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Vallejo, 
California, 21 May 1997), then Step 2 below shall be implemented. 

 
Step 2:  Determination of Presence of Lead-Contaminated Soils  

 
Prior to approval of a building permit for the project, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in which soil 
would be excavated or disturbed, and test the soil samples for total lead.  The consultant 
shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples.  The consultant shall 
prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the soil testing 
and a map that shows the locations of soils from which the consultant collected the soil 
samples. 

 
The project sponsor (GVRD) shall contact the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and submit the report on the soil testing for lead.  If the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or 
above a potentially hazardous level, no further mitigation measures with regard to lead-
contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 
 
Step 3:  Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 

 
If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the DTSC determines that the soils 
on the project site that are planned to be excavated or disturbed are contaminated with 
lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DTSC shall determine if preparation of 
a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted.  If such a plan is requested by the DTSC, the 
SMP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of soils on the project 
site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, including, but 
not limited to:  1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., 
encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); 2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site 
and a brief justification; and 3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and 
dispose of contaminated soils on the site.  The SMP shall be submitted to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District to become part of the case file. 

 
Step 4:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils 

 
(a)  specific work practices:  If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or 
above potentially hazardous levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the 
presence of such soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site 
(detected through soil odor, color, texture, and results of on-site soil testing), and shall 
be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately 
(i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA lead-safe work 
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 
(b)  dust suppression:  Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both 
during and after work hours. 
(c)  surface water runoff control:  Where soils are stockpiled, visquene shall be used to 
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain 
any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
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(d)  soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used 
to bring portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated 
and removed, up to construction grade. 
(e)  hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by 
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately 
covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a 
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

 
Step 5:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report 

 
After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation 
measures in the SMP for handling and removing lead-contaminated soils from the 
project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these mitigation 
measures, and how and why the construction contractor modified those mitigation 
measures. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-4:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall, in coordination with the 
Solano County Department of Environmental Management, determine an appropriate 
disposition for the UST located east of the main house (removal or abandonment in 
place).  The type of closure selected shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid 
disturbance to the cultural resource protection area.  If required by the Solano County 
Department of Environmental Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) also shall retain 
a qualified environmental professional to assess the presence and extent of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination related to the underground storage tank (UST), in 
conformance with state and local guidelines and regulations. 
 
If sampling identifies surface and/or subsurface contamination, the area shall be 
remediated in accordance with the standards, regulations, and determinations of local, 
state, and federal regulatory agencies.  All earth-disturbing activities conducted during 
remediation shall comply with Mitigation Measures V-1 (which requires monitoring by a 
qualified archaeologist), V-2, V-3, and V-4.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
coordinate with the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and any 
other applicable regulatory agencies to adopt contaminant-specific remediation target 
levels.  The excavated soil shall be removed and disposed of at an approved disposal 
facility. 
 
If required by the Solano County Department of Environmental Management, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and implement a site-specific health and safety plan to 
mitigate potential hazards to construction workers and the general public during 
remediation.  The health and safety plan shall meet the requirements of federal, state, 
and local environmental and worker safety laws.  Specific information to be provided in 
the plan shall include identification of contaminants, potential hazards, material handling 
procedures, dust suppression methods, personal protection clothing and devices, 
controlled access to the site, health and safety training requirements, monitoring 
equipment to be used during remediation to verify health and safety of the workers and 
the public, measures to protect public health and safety, and emergency response 
procedures. 
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All reports and plans prepared in accordance with this mitigation measure shall be 
provided to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and to any 
other appropriate agencies identified by the Solano County Department of 
Environmental Management.  If the UST and/or contaminated soil is removed from the 
site, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall, after all hazardous materials have been removed 
and soil and groundwater analysis and other activities have been completed as 
appropriate, submit to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management 
(and any other agencies identified by the Solano County Department of Environmental 
Management) a report stating that the mitigation measure has been implemented.  The 
report shall describe the steps taken to comply with the mitigation measure and include 
all verifying documentation.  The report shall be certified by an REA or similarly qualified 
individual who states that the mitigation measure has been implemented, and specifying 
the actions that have been implemented. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measures VII-1, VII-2, VII-3, and VII-4. 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality: 

Mitigation Measure VIII-1: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
SWPPP for construction of the proposed project, as required by the SWRCB and San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The SWPPP shall 
include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

• Source identification; 

• Preparation of a site map; 

• Description of construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and 
maintenance; 

• List of pollutants likely to contact storm water 

• Estimate of the construction site area and percent impervious area;  

• Erosion and sedimentation control practices, including soils stabilization, 
revegetation, and runoff control to limit increases in sediment in storm water runoff, 
such as detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage 
swales, and sandbag dikes; 

• Proposed construction dewatering plans;  

• List of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm water; 

• Description of waste management practices; and 

• Maintenance and training practices. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
Stormwater Control Plan for the proposed project as required by applicable regulations, 
in compliance with Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing discharges 
from the municipal storm drain systems.  The Stormwater Control Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following elements: 
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• Description of site features and conditions that constrain, or provide opportunities for, 
stormwater control. 

• Description of site design characteristics that protect natural resources. 

• Description of site design characteristics, building features, and pavement selections 
that reduce imperviousness of the site. 

• Tabulation of pervious and impervious area, showing self-retaining areas and areas 
tributary to each infiltration, treatment, or hydrograph modification BMP (Best 
Management Practice). 

• Preliminary designs for each treatment or hydrograph modification management 
BMP. 

• Identified pollutant source areas and for each, the source control measure(s) used to 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 

• Identification of any conflicts with codes or requirements or other anticipated 
obstacles to implementing the Stormwater Control Plan. 

• General description of maintenance needs for treatment/hydrograph modification 
BMPs. 

• Means by which BMP maintenance will be financed and implemented in perpetuity. 

• Statement accepting responsibility for operation and maintenance of treatment 
BMPs. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-3:  A bioswale to intercept and treat storm water runoff from the 
parking area, as identified in Figure 5: Parking Area & Frontage Plan of the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan, shall be constructed in compliance with applicable Section 
C.3 stormwater regulations and the project’s Stormwater Control Plan required in 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure VII-2. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

 
Noise 

Mitigation Measure XI-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall require the construction 
contractor(s) to: 
 

• Use noise shielding and muffling devices on construction equipment that comply 
with all applicable standards and regulations; and 

• Limit construction activity to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. 

 
Utilities and Service Systems: 

Mitigation Measure XVI-1: Prior to the initiation of project construction, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare a recycling plan to cover all phases of project 
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construction.  The recycling plan shall identify a strategy for handling all waste materials 
that will be generated during construction and demolition, in order to divert a minimum of 
50 percent by weight.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall provide summary report of the 
diversion to the City. 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-2: The trash receptacles provided with the project’s picnic 
tables shall include separate containers for collection of recyclable materials such as 
glass, paper, plastic, and tin/aluminum cans, and shall provide for the regular collection 
of these materials from the project site throughout the life of the project. 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-1 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-2. 

 
E.  ALTERNATIVES 
This EIR analyzes three alternatives:  

• Alternative 1: No Project Alternative;  

• Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative; and 

• Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative. 

 
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 
This alternative assumes that the project site would remain in its existing state, and the Master 
Plan would not be implemented.  The current informal uses of the site would continue, and the 
existing Stremmel main house and caretaker’s residence would remain.  The impacts of the 
proposed project would not occur.  The No-Project Alternative would not meet the basic 
objectives of the project sponsor. 

Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative 
This alternative would be similar to the proposed project described in the Master Plan, except 
that the Stremmel main house would be rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic structures, instead of demolished, and the 
rehabilitated main house would become a part of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park.  The main 
house may be open periodically for tours, visitation, and/or public functions, but would not be 
occupied on a regular basis.  The impacts of Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative in areas 
other than cultural resources would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like the 
proposed project, would either be less than significant or could be reduced to a less than 
significant level by implementation of mitigation measures.  This alternative would rehabilitate 
the Stremmel main house; thus, unlike the proposed project, significant impacts on historic 
resources caused by demolition of the Stremmel main house would be avoided.  The 
Preservation Alternative would partially fulfill the objectives of the applicant: it would implement 
a waterfront park, but would provide less recognition and protection of the indigenous settlement 
and burial site than the proposed project. 
 
Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative 
This alternative would be similar to the proposed project described in the Master Plan, except 
that the main house would be rehabilitated and adaptively reused for purposes such as a 
residence, public uses such as a nature center or recreation facility, or commercial uses such as 
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a bed and breakfast, offices, or a retreat/conference center.  The adaptive reuse would conform 
to the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic structures; be sensitive to 
the Native American archeological site and archaeological resource, and be consistent with the 
purposes and uses of the remainder of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park.  The impacts of 
Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative in areas other than cultural 
resources would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like the proposed project, 
would either be less than significant or could be reduced to a less than significant level by 
implementation of mitigation measures.  This alternative would adaptively reuse the Stremmel 
main house in a manner in a manner that would maintain its historic resource value; thus, unlike 
the proposed project, significant impacts on historic resources caused by demolition of the 
Stremmel main house would be avoided.  The Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative 
would partially fulfill the objectives of the applicant: it would implement a waterfront park, but 
would provide less recognition and protection of the indigenous settlement and burial site than 
the proposed project, and part of the park site would be utilized for non-park purposes, e.g., 
commercial or residential activities. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative but 
would preclude attainment of the project objective of recognizing and protecting the settlement 
and burial site.  Because the Stremmel main house was constructed over the pre-existing 
indigenous settlement and burial site, it is not possible to design a project alternative that would 
both retain the main house and adequately recognize and protect the indigenous settlement and 
burial site. 
 
F.  OTHER CEQA TOPICS 
Growth Inducing Impacts 
The proposed project site is currently used for low-intensity recreation on an informal basis and 
is surrounded by urban development and Carquinez Strait, and would not create a land use that 
would stimulate adjacent development.  The infrastructure improvements at the site would be 
minor, and would not remove any substantial barriers to growth.  The project would not 
stimulate substantial growth into the area or have substantial growth-inducing effects. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
No significant cumulative impacts were identified in the Initial Study or this EIR. 
 
Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After mitigation, the following unavoidable significant impact would result from implementation of 
the proposed project: 

• The Stremmel main house on the project site is considered a historical resource for 
CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building would be a significant 
adverse impact. 

 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
The proposed project would demolish the existing Stremmel main house, which would result in 
a permanent loss of the structure and its historical and architectural values.  The project would 
modify the site’s topography and habitats, including regrading the western portion of the site, 
eradicating highly invasive plant species, reestablishing native grasslands that historically 
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dominated the area, and enhancing native plant and wildlife habitat.  The proposed project 
would use non–renewable fuel resources during construction and such resources also would be 
used for the duration of the project to generate electricity for the project, and in transporting 
visitors to and from the project site.  Over the life of project, irreversible environmental changes 
would occur from air emissions, and use of energy and other resources in project operation and 
construction. 
 
Effects Not Found To Be Significant 
With the exception of impacts of the project on historic cultural resources, which that cannot be 
reduced to a less–than–significant level and are analyzed in this EIR, all impacts analyzed in the 
Initial Study are either less than significant and require no mitigation, or can be reduced to a 
less–than–significant level with the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 
 
This EIR reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in the Master Plan.  The trail north 
of the main house would be five feet in width and paved with base rock and/or decomposed 
granite surface.  The trail south of the main house near the shoreline, which is an existing paved 
road to a point east of the house, would be extended to connect to an existing paved road on 
the east side of the site.  The extension, which would serve as the alignment of the San 
Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide and paved with asphalt.  In the project description in 
the Initial Study, the widths and paving materials of these two trails are reversed.  The altered 
trails described in this EIR would not result in any additional significant impacts or require any 
additional mitigation measures beyond those identified in the Initial Study. 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A.  BACKGROUND 
The Glen Cove Waterfront Park is proposed on a fifteen-acre site located in southern Vallejo, on 
the north side of the Carquinez Strait (see Figure 1).  The Greater Vallejo Recreation District 
(GVRD) purchased the site in 1983 using park facilities fees.  It was deeded to the City of Vallejo 
and included in the master lease between the City and GVRD, with the intent to improve it as a 
community park.  In 1988, shortly after GVRD acquired the site, a Master Plan Report was 
prepared for the park.  This report envisioned a significant level of use and improvement of the site, 
including renovation of the existing Stremmel main house for use as a center for small public and 
private events, approximately 145 parking spaces, and formally improved plaza and landscape 
spaces.  Since that time GVRD has determined that a much lower intensity of development and 
access is desired, focusing on preserving and enhancing the quiet waterfront open space character 
and natural beauty of the site.  These goals are reflected in the Draft Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan (Master Plan) prepared in August 20066, which is the subject of this EIR. 
 
The project description below reflects a change suggested by the San Francisco Bay Trail, Bay 
Area Ridge Trail, Glen Cove Community Association, and Glen Cove Harbor HOA (see Appendix 
C), in comments on the Initial Study (see Appendix B) after it was prepared.  As described in D. 
Roads and Trails, below, the trail north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved 
with base rock and/or decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house near the 
shoreline, which is an existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be extended to 
connect to an existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, which would serve 
as the alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail (discussed in III.C. San Francisco Bay Trail and 
the Bay Area Ridge Trail, below), would be 12 feet wide and paved with asphalt.  In the project 
description in the Initial Study, the widths and paving materials of these two trails are reversed.  It is 
the intent of the park planners to recommend this change to the project sponsor, GVRD; however, 
it was not known at the time this EIR was prepared whether this change would be adopted.  In any 
case, the potential environmental impacts of this change are discussed in VII. E. Effects Not Found 
To Be Significant, below, and the impacts of the previous trail configuration are evaluated in the 
Initial Study. 
 
B.  PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The Master Plan for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park is intended to achieve a compatible balance 
between two parallel goals: 
 

• Recognize and protect an important indigenous settlement and burial site.  The site was 
an important settlement of indigenous people for thousands of years.  It is unique in 
sharing presence of both Bay Area and Central Valley tribes.  Officially designated as 
territory and remains of the Patwin tribe, the site is considered a sacred burial site by 
people of many tribes, and is well documented as an important archaeological site. 

 
• Implement a public waterfront open space park.  The site is dedicated public park land, 

shown on maps and open to public use for fishing, trails, water access, and informal 
picnics and play for many years.  It was purchased with park facilities fees by the 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) with the intention that it would be developed 
as a public park.  Based on GVRD staff direction and changes in community opinion 

                                                      
6 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006. 
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since the 1988 Park Master Plan was prepared, it is now intended for low-intensity 
recreational use (e.g., no formal sports facilities or major recreational improvements). 

 
These two goals for the site share the common concepts of restoration of the site to a more 
natural condition, and therefore the primary objective of the Master Plan is to return the site to a 
more natural condition.  The Master Plan calls for re-contouring the western portion of the site to 
more natural topography, and protection of the cultural resources from disturbance during 
demolition of the main house and thereafter by placement of a layer of soil over the area.  This 
earthwork supports a parallel effort to remove the invasive exotic species that have taken over 
the main house/cultural resource area, and affected virtually all areas of the site.  Placement of 
natural stone shoreline protection along two segments of the shoreline is another project 
element that would be completed during initial operations. 
 
A secondary objective of the Master Plan is to close out the more recent chapter of European 
settlement and use of the site.  Due to its poor condition, the lack of interest in its economic use, 
and conflict with the other site purposes, the Master Plan envisions demolition of the Stremmel 
main house.  The Master Plan proposes retention and repair of the caretaker’s residence, and 
supports preservation of cultural resources and low-intensity park functions; however, to 
account for the possibility that the caretaker’s residence may be demolished, both preservation 
and demolition of the caretaker’s residence was evaluated in the Initial Study (see Appendix B) 
and this EIR. 
 
The individual elements of the Master Plan are described below, and shown in Figure 3. 
 
C.  PROJECT SITE 
Project Setting 
The project site is located in the southern portion of the City of Vallejo, on the north side of 
Carquinez Strait.  Road access to the site is from the north via Whitesides Drive.  Adjacent to the 
site to the west is dedicated open space land of the City of Vallejo, overlooked by a gated ridgetop 
housing development.  Immediately to the north of the park site are two multi-family residential 
parcels, east and west of Whitesides Drive.  East of the project site is a narrow waterfront parcel 
owned by PG&E, above which are single-family homes on South Regatta Drive.  Farther east, 
beyond the PG&E parcel and the residences, is Benicia State Recreation Area, commonly referred 
to as Benicia State Park.  The State Park includes land on the eastern shore of Glen Cove (east of 
the narrow PG&E parcel mentioned above), and stretches around Dillon Point into Southhampton 
Bay, where it connects to waterfront residential areas in the City of Benicia.  To the south is 
Carquinez Strait.  On the opposite (southern) shore of the Strait, to the southeast, are park and 
open space lands of the East Bay Regional Park District, and to the southwest, the City of 
Crockett.  Further west, bridging the Strait, is the Carquinez Bridge including the recently dedicated 
Al Zampa Memorial Bridge. 
 
Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
The fifteen-acre site of the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park consists of Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers (APNs) 079-110-090, 079-090-090, 079-102-050, and 079-102-010.  Although the site 
has been developed in the past for a variety of uses, it currently has a primarily undeveloped, 
natural character, with a protected waterfront cove, views to the wooded southern shore, and 
mature eucalyptus and other primarily non-native trees (see Figure 2).  The site is bordered by 
Carquinez Strait on the south, and residential neighborhoods on the surrounding hills to the west, 
north, and east.  The park site is significant to the greater Vallejo region due to its unique setting, 
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natural amenities, and long history.  The site was an important settlement of indigenous people for 
thousands of years, and is currently the site of the Stremmel ”mansion”, or main house, a two-story 
1920s-era structure located in the central portion of the site.  The site is a crucial link in two 
regional trail systems (the San Francisco Bay Trail and Bay Area Ridge Trail) that are planned to 
connect public open space and park lands on both sides of the Carquinez Strait, and around all of 
San Francisco Bay.  The site is important to the local Glen Cove community because it is directly 
adjacent to two residential developments, and serves as their primary viewshed.  Several 
neighborhoods overlook the site, and many more are within walking distance. 
 
Vegetation on the Glen Cove Waterfront Park property is dominated by ruderal (weedy) non-native 
grasslands, with planted ornamental trees and shrubs around the main house and caretaker’s 
house, and stands of non-native trees in scattered locations.  Most of the trees and shrubs on the 
property are highly invasive non-native species.  Native vegetation is currently limited to a thicket of 
willow that grows along a drainage in the southwestern portion of the property, a few clumps of 
native willow that grow along a central drainage just west of the main house, scattered sapling 
coast live oak, and stands of brackish water marsh along the shoreline of Carquinez Strait. 
 
Stands of blue gum occur at the eastern edge of the property and as a mature row above the 
southwestern shoreline, with an understory of non-native grassland and ruderal species.  Several 
of the mature eucalyptus along the western promontory were deliberately poisoned by unknown 
person(s) in 2005.  Foliage on most of these trees has completely died, and although eucalyptus 
can sometimes resprout, at this time the trees appear to be dead and may require removal. 
 
Brackish water marsh occurs in several stands along the shoreline.  These areas are dominated by 
native bulrush, pickleweed, and salt grass.  Most of the shoreline is devoid of vegetation, forming a 
long sandy beach below the main house, exposed bedrock along the bluffs, and mudflats at low 
tide over most of the cove.  The stands of native marshland vegetation provide important foraging 
opportunities to wildlife. 
 
The two drainages on the property support native willow, forming a dense thicket along the western 
drainage and a few clumps along the central drainage.  The drainages receive surface runoff from 
the upstream storm drain system, including irrigation runoff.  These narrow channels were most 
likely ephemeral before residential development occurred in the watershed, but now most likely 
have flows through the summer months as a result of irrigation runoff.  Invasive trees, shrubs, and 
groundcovers have greatly reduced the habitat value of the central drainage, but the presence of 
surface water provides an opportunity to eventually expand the native riparian vegetation and 
increase existing plant and wildlife habitat values. 
 
In general, the site supports a diversity of plant and animal species, and its location along the 
shoreline of Carquinez Strait provides important habitat for both aquatic and terrestrial species; 
however, past disturbance precludes the occurrence of special-status plant species and limits 
the likelihood of occurrence of any special-status animal species.7
 
As mentioned previously, the site was an important settlement of indigenous people for 
thousands of years.  It is officially designated as territory of the Patwin tribe, is unique in sharing 
presence of both Bay Area and Central Valley tribes, and is well documented as an 
archaeological site that still contains human remains and is considered sacred by many people.  

                                                      
7 Jim Martin, Environmental Collaborative, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Development 
Biological Constraints Assessment, 9 June 2005, Appendix D of: LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Draft August 2006. 
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A portion of the waterfront in the center of the cove is documented as a “highly-sensitive, 
protected archeological zone” due to evidence of Native American use.  The immediate grounds 
surrounding the main house (discussed below) in the eastern portion of the site are documented 
as significant archeological resources due to the presence of “midden” or shell mound material 
indicating a long-term Native American occupation. 
 
The site has been settled by Europeans since at least 1857, originally as a farm or ranch.  A 
“pleasure resort” with dance hall and beer garden was located on the site in the late 1800s, 
followed by a dairy and horse farm that existed until development of the surrounding area in the 
1980s.  A large Victorian home that formerly occupied the site of the main house, along with many 
other structures associated with use of the site for agriculture and the “pleasure resort”, have since 
been demolished.  The existing two-story Stremmel main house on the site was constructed in the 
1920s on an older foundation and is currently in deteriorated condition.  (As discussed in Item V.a, 
below, the main house may qualify as an historic building.)  There is a caretaker’s residence 
located adjacent to the main house to the east, consisting of a single story, concrete block 
structure.  The caretaker’s dwelling is not historically significant, and would require substantial 
repairs to remain in service long term. 
 
Vehicular access to Glen Cove Waterfront Park site is from Whitesides Drive, a cul-de-sac that 
connects to Highway 780 via South Regatta Drive and Glen Cove Parkway.  On the site, a 
paved access road connects the cul-de-sac at Whitesides Drive to the main house, caretaker’s 
house, and a sewer pump station located in the eastern portion of the site.  A base rock-
surfaced road to provide maintenance access exists along the sewer line on the west side of the 
site.  The sewer line and sewer pump station, maintained by the Vallejo Sanitation and Flood 
Control District (VSFCD), would not be altered by the proposed project.  A well-established dirt 
path follows the shoreline on the west side, and a less established path connects to an existing 
paved service road east of the eastern boundary of the site, on property owned by PG&E.  This 
service road, in turn, connects to a trail extending from the Benicia State Recreation Area 
(BSRA). 
 
San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail 
The San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail are two regional trail systems that 
have long planned a potentially shared trail alignment through the site, ideally as close to the 
water as possible.  The Bay Trail guidelines call for a paved path, 12 feet wide, to be shared by 
pedestrians and bikes, but lesser levels of improvement may be acceptable.  Ridge Trail 
standards are more flexible.  While a multi-use trail is also sought, it is typically a more rustic, 
unpaved trail accommodating hikers, mountain bikes, and where feasible, equestrians.  The 
nearest existing segments of the Bay and Ridge Trails are unpaved, base rock surfaced trails in 
BSRA to the east, a paved section of trail that extends around the Glen Cove Marina (the 
Marina is actually located in Elliott Cove, to the west of Glen Cove Waterfront Park), and 
unpaved trails along the bluff in open space areas to the west of the Marina.  Long-term Bay 
Trail and Ridge Trail plans call for a waterfront trail extending west to connect with the existing 
trail at the Glen Cove Marina. 
 
 
D.  MASTER PLAN FOR THE GLEN COVE WATERFRONT PARK 
Cultural Resource Area
The area around the Stremmel main house, and the area adjacent to a small perennial stream, 
is well documented as an archaeological site that still contains human remains and is sacred to 
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many people (see Area A on Figure 3).  Other areas of the site have not been shown to contain 
resources or remains, or have been so extensively re-graded as to preclude this. 
 
To protect the human remains and artifacts from disturbance, the Master Plan calls for definition 
of a protection area around the archaeological site, including a 50-foot buffer.  No construction 
or other activity involving significant disturbance of the soil would occur in this protection area 
and buffer as part of the Park improvements, or as part of work by others (e.g., the Vallejo 
Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD), which has a sewer pump station on the east side 
of the site), without consultation with a qualified archaeologist to ensure that the cultural 
resources are protected. 
 
The existing invasive exotic plants (primarily elms and tree-of-heaven) would be removed by 
cutting off at ground level and painting the stems with approved herbicide.  No digging or ground 
disturbance would be allowed. 
 
A protective layer of approximately 12 inches of soil would be placed over the resource area.  
This soil layer would protect the cultural resources from disturbance during the demolition of the 
main house, and during subsequent use of the site by the public, and would allow installation of 
sign bases and planting of seedlings for restoration of native habitat without disturbing the 
native soil.  No sign or fence post holes would be allowed to penetrate into the native ground 
under the soil cap. 
 
The cultural resource area boundary would be marked with signs at all points of entry.  To 
encourage recognition and respect for its status, signs would inform the public of the fact that 
the area was a significant site of Native American dwelling and trading, that remains of those 
people are buried on the site, and that it is considered sacred by many people. 
 
Native vegetation would be restored to the site, as described in Vegetation Management and 
Habitat Restoration, page 35.  To accommodate low intensity uses such as small public 
gatherings, benches and tables would be provided as described in Public Use Facilities and 
Fixtures, page 32. 
 
Stremmel Main House 
Although no formal determination has been made at this time, the Stremmel main house 
(identified as B on Figure 3) may qualify as an historic structure (see Item V.a, below.)  The 
Master Plan process included an extensive process to solicit use proposals that would allow the 
main house to be retained; however, no responsible use proposals were received.  Because the 
GVRD does not have resources to improve and maintain the main structure, and there has been 
general community support for, and no protest against, demolition of the main house during the 
public review process, the Master Plan calls for its demolition. 
 
Before demolition, the features of the house and setting would be documented through 
photographs, notes, and measurements for historical records.  Available historic photos, maps, 
accounts and other records would be collected into a file to be provided to GVRD, the City of 
Vallejo, the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for reference in preparing 
interpretive signs and materials. 
 
The structure would be assessed for the presence of any lead or asbestos materials, and if 
necessary, the lead and/or asbestos would be removed by a qualified contractor. 
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The main house is located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection area.  To 
avoid disturbance of the archaeological resources by the conventional demolition techniques 
and large equipment that are proposed in the Master Plan, the main house would be 
demolished according to specifications and controls designed to avoid disturbance of cultural 
resources, including placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground around the structures 
before demolition.  The uppermost portions of the building’s wall footings may require removal.  
Any paving that exists at the bottom of the structure’s basement would be broken, but not 
removed, to allow drainage.  The basement would be filled with soil in compacted layers to 
prevent a hazard to park users.  After demolition, native plants would be planted over the area 
to restore it to a more natural condition, as described in Vegetation Management and Habitat 
Restoration, below. 
 
Caretaker’s Residence 
The caretaker’s residence (located adjacent to the main house to the east) would be retained, to 
allow for a caretaker at the park to provide security, maintenance, and possibly assist in 
restoration and interpretation activities.  Repairs and improvements to the caretaker’s residence 
would include: 

• Connection of the residence to the nearby sewer main at the time of connection of the 
proposed restroom (described in Public Use Facilities and Fixtures, below).  As specified 
in the Master Plan, this work would be performed under the supervision of a consulting 
archaeologist and Native American representative. 

• Testing of walls from the exterior to determine if reinforcement is needed, and addition of 
reinforcement if necessary. 

• Injection of grout in cracked concrete block house and garden walls. 

• Inspection and potential upgrade of the wall to roof framing connection (which would 
require removal and replacement of the interior wall finish). 

• Interior and exterior repainting. 

• Maintenance of the existing garden walls and provision of an additional fence or wall to 
enclose the caretaker’s compound following demolition of the main house. 

• The caretaker’s residence area may include construction of a small shed for storage for 
tools or materials used by volunteers or docents. 

 
As discussed in III.B. Project Objectives, page 23, the Master Plan proposes preservation and 
repair of the caretaker’s residence; however, the possibility exists that the caretaker’s residence 
may be demolished.  Like the main house (discussed above), the caretaker’s residence is 
located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection area.  Demolition of the 
caretaker’s residence, if undertaken, would be conducted in accordance with procedures 
described in Stremmel Main House, above, to avoid disturbance of the archaeological resources 
in the cultural resources protection area. 
 
Roads and Trails 
The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site (identified as C.1.b on Figure 
3) would be maintained to provide internal park circulation, a Bay/Ridge Trail route, access to 
the caretaker’s residence and sewer pump station, and park service and emergency access.  
An existing paved service road on PG&E property east of the Park site connects to Benicia 
State Recreation Area.  The Master Plan calls for construction of a base rock and/or 
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decomposed granite Bay/Ridge Trail along the northeast side of the site (identified as C.1.a on 
Figure 3).  If permission from PG&E can be obtained for public access on its existing service 
road, this trail would connect to PG&E’s service road and Benicia State Recreation Area 
(BSRA) to the east. 
 
The existing stairs leading to the beach at the main house (identified as C.1.c in Figure 3) would 
be repaired by replacing rusted railing and mortaring new stone in place, to provide beach and 
water access (no excavation would be allowed).  An informal path to the cove overlook on the 
east side (with a five-foot wide base rock and/or decomposed granite surface), and an ADA-
compliant (five percent maximum grade, or up to 8.33 percent with level resting intervals as 
required by State Accessibility Code) informal path to the beach at the east end of the site 
would be constructed (identified as C.1.c in Figure 3). 
 
Access to the west side of the site would be provided by realignment and reconstruction of the 
existing base rock service road on the west side of the site (following site re-grading) into an 
informal path (five-foot wide base rock and/or decomposed granite surface) (identified as C.1.a 
on Figure 3).  The existing paved road leading to the main house and the informal waterfront 
trail east of the main house (identified as C.1.b on Figure 3) would be improved to provide a 12-
foot wide Bay/Ridge Trail segment and service road paved with asphalt on the existing route, 
except that the path above the outfall of the small creek would be rerouted to avoid the existing 
riparian vegetation.  Beach/water access to the west side of the site would be provided by an 
ADA-compliant informal path to the beach (identified as C.2.c on Figure 3). 
 
As discussed in III.A. Background, above, the trails described above involve a suggested 
reversal of the widths and paving materials of two of the trails identified in the Initial Study: the 
trail north of the main house would be five feet wide and paved with base rock and/or 
decomposed granite, and the trail south of the main house would be 12 feet wide and paved 
with asphalt.  Because it was not known at the time this EIR was prepared whether this change 
would be adopted, the labels of these two trails in Figure 3 show the original widths and paving 
materials identified in the Initial Study.  
 
Public Use Facilities and Fixtures 
Basic facilities would be provided to support the intended low-intensity use of the park site. 
 
A single, unisex stall restroom in a pre-fabricated concrete block structure on a concrete 
foundation, with a built-in storage room for cleaning materials and supplies, would be provided 
adjacent to the proposed parking area described in Parking, below (identified as D.3 in Figure 
3).  The exterior walls and metal roofing would be finished in neutral, earth-tone colors to blend 
into surroundings and minimize glare.  Exterior security lighting would be shielded at the source 
(screened to prevent light in undesired directions) and mounted on the undersides of the eaves 
to minimize glare and off-site visibility.  The restroom would be plumbed to the existing water 
main located in Whitesides Drive and the existing Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District 
(VSFCD) sewer main at the project site.  The existing sewer main and sewer pump station on 
the project site, maintained by the VSFCD, would not be altered by the proposed project.   
 
Six individual picnic tables on concrete pads with integral color, each with a trash receptacle, 
would be provided (see Figure 3): three near the point along the west central waterfront, one 
near the beach access trail at the west end of the site, and two at the overlook at the eastern 
waterfront area.  For lower maintenance and fire safety, no barbeques would be provided.  A 
drinking fountain and/or running water would be provided near the restroom. 
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Durable concrete or steel benches for resting and viewing would be provided on the west side of 
the site overlooking the cove, on the east side overlooking the cove, at intervals along the trails, 
and in the cultural resource area (see Figure 3). 
 
Parking 
An asphaltic concrete (AC) paved parking area with 14 standard parking spaces and one 
handicap, van-accessible parking place with unloading zone would be constructed east of the 
Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac (identified as D.4 in Figure 3).  The proposed parking area is 
located on a hillside with eight to ten percent slopes.  The northern end of the proposed parking 
area would be excavated approximately four to five feet into the hillside to minimize cross 
slopes and to aid in screening it from the condominiums to the north, and the southern portion 
would be filled, to create a relatively level area.  Mounding shrubs would be planted along the 
northern end and portions of the eastern edge, to further screen the parking area from adjacent 
residences while maintaining views to the cove and Carquinez Straits.  There would be a 
double-width vehicle gate at the entrance to the new parking area, closed at night to prevent 
nighttime parking, and a single width gate at the eastern end of the parking area to exclude 
public vehicles while allowing access for maintenance vehicles.  No lighting would be installed 
for the parking area because it would be closed during the night; however, a nearby street light 
on the cul-de-sac would provide some lighting.  GVRD would apply to the City of Vallejo for 
permission to restrict parking at the end of the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac, for aesthetic and 
security purposes. 
 
The Master Plan includes a vegetated swale south and downstream of the proposed parking 
area8, which would collect stormwater runoff from the parking area before it percolates to the 
permeable native soils underneath. 
 
Signage, Fencing, and Gates 
Signage at the site would include: 

• A main entrance sign of routed stained/painted wood. 

• Rules and regulations posted near the parking lot and main entrance. 

• (Possibly) A mapboard sign or kiosk to orient visitors. 

• Handicapped parking space signs per State standards. 

• Regulation signs regarding protection of wildlife and control of dogs, at the entrance and 
east and west waterfront areas. 

• Bay Trail and Ridge Trail route marker signs, at intervals along the trail. 

• (Possibly) Signs identifying spur trails on the western portion of the site. 

• Signs at all trail entrances to the cultural resource area. 

• Signs identifying the cultural resource area boundaries, at all trail entrances. 

• Interpretive signs and exhibits explaining the history and significance of the cultural 
resource area.  Signs in the cultural resource area would have shallow spread footings 
(e.g., an X-shaped based in concrete) to avoid disturbing the soil below the cap. 

                                                      
8 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006, Figure 5: Parking Area & 
Frontage Plan, page 27. 
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• Signs warning about or restricting fishing and water access for health or safety reasons 
(if required). 

• Interpretive signs and exhibits located at intervals along the shoreline, comprising a 
nature trail that would circle the site. 

 
Fencing exists for the townhome developments on Shoal Drive West on the northwest side of 
the park.  This fencing is constructed of tubular steel designed to allow views to the park, and is 
the responsibility of the homeowners to maintain.  A fence of wire on wood framing exists along 
the northeast boundary of the park at South Regatta Drive.  This fencing helps to deter after-
hours entry into the park, and to prevent access down the adjacent steep slope, which could be 
unsafe, and potentially lead to erosion.  This fencing is the responsibility of the Glen Cove 
Maintenance Assessment District to maintain.  Currently, there is no fencing between the park 
site and the townhomes along Shoal Drive East, north of the main house/Cultural Resource 
Area.  Additional fencing would be required for the park in this area.  Fencing would also 
potentially be required at the caretaker’s residence, which would be the responsibility of the 
caretaker to maintain. 
 
The existing heavy duty, approximately 12-foot-wide, white vehicle gate located on the driveway 
to the main house would be repainted with a less obtrusive color (e.g., green).  Reflectors may 
be added to enhance visibility at night.  Other gates at the park would include a new double-
width gate at the entrance to the new parking area, and a new single-width gate at east side 
eastern end of the parking area to exclude public vehicles while allowing access for 
maintenance vehicles (mentioned in Parking, above). 
 
Site Grading and Shoreline Protection 
The western side of the park site was originally a 40-foot-high hill that was completely removed 
during construction of the nearby residential development, including excavation below tide level 
for landslide repair, and then partial replacement.  The entire area has been extensively graded, 
including both cuts and fills.  During grading operations in 1986 an “historic burial site” was 
uncovered in the eastern portion of the western site (see Figure 3).  This burial site was covered 
with two feet of fill at the time, and later covered with up to eight feet of additional fill. 
 
The current form of the western portion of the site is an unnatural-looking bench that blocks 
views of the water and does not drain properly.  The existing topography blocks views of the 
water and of the blufftop along the eucalyptus trees, which is an aesthetic issue and a security 
issue because activity in this area cannot be seen from Whitesides Court or from nearby homes.  
The steep embankment north (landward) of the eucalyptus trees also prevents mowing of the 
invasive fennel and artichoke thistle in this area, which further impacts visibility for aesthetics 
and security. 
 
The shoreline along the western side of the site and at the Cultural Resource Area is eroding 
into the cove due to wave action, both natural and from the wake caused by large ships passing 
through the strait.  On the western bluff one large eucalyptus tree has already fallen down the 
bluff, and over the long term all the trees and the current trail alignment may be lost.  At the 
Cultural Resource Area, artifacts, and potentially remains, may eventually be washed into the 
water. 
 
The Master Plan calls for grading of the western portion of the site to a more natural condition 
for the following reasons: to restore the site to a more natural landform and drainage pattern, to 
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protect the cultural resources with a layer of soil, to aid in the removal of invasive non-native 
plants and restoration of native plants, and to prevent shoreline erosion.  The artificial fill, which 
currently creates an embankment near the waterfront, would be excavated and regraded to a 
more natural condition and drainage pattern, as shown in Figure 4.  No grading over 12 inches 
in depth would occur above the area of the identified burial ground in the eastern portion of the 
western site.  Excess soil would be placed in the eastern portion of the project site to cap the 
cultural resource area, fill the basement of the main house, create a pad for the proposed 
parking area, and fill low points as indicated in Figure 4.  The depth of fill would be 
approximately 12 inches, with the exception of two areas in the eastern portion of the site that 
would be up to 15 inches deep, as shown in Figure 4.  The soil layer would taper off to 0 inches 
as it approaches the creek bank, the root zone of trees and shrubs to be retained, and roads 
and structures to be retained. 
 
Installation of shoreline erosion protection would consist of placement of large rock “riprap” 
against the western and central shoreline to prevent further erosion, as shown in Figure 4.  The 
shoreline protection would be located to avoid the delineated wetlands on the site (discussed in 
Item IV.c, below).  The riprap would, if possible, consist of stone materials that visually match 
the native stone on site.  During installation, the riprap would be placed carefully by a skilled 
operator using a backhoe equipped with a "thumb", rather than dumping; and digging into or 
driving equipment across the embankment would be avoided, to protect the cultural resources 
along the shoreline. 
 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration 
The Master Plan includes a Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), 
with the goals of controlling and eradicating highly invasive plant species, protecting selected 
specimen trees and manageable stands of non-native trees (e.g. palms, pines, bays, 
pittosporum, and selected stands of blue gum) for their aesthetic and historic values, 
reestablishing native grasslands which historically dominated the area, and enhancing native 
plant and wildlife habitat.  The VMHRP is summarized below. 
 
Control of the highly invasive species would be addressed by an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) program that is a component of the VMHRP.  The IPM would involve short-term intense 
mechanical and chemical eradication efforts, followed by on-going monitoring and maintenance 
practices that select for native species and less invasive, naturalized species.  The IPM would 
be flexible in its implementation to address possible re-sprouting or re-establishment of the 
highly invasive species through successive annual treatment by mechanical removal and 
possibly herbicide application for a period of two to four years.  Habitat enhancement would be 
achieved through the control and eradication of the highly invasive plant cover and through 
establishment of native grassland, riparian, and woodland species.  The initial efforts to control 
the invasive exotics and restore native cover would require a combination of mechanical 
removal of the invasive plants, immediate herbicide treatment of cut trunks/shoots and 
remaining groundcover root systems, and earthwork to re-establish more natural topography.  
The earthwork associated with re-contouring the western portion of the site to create more 
natural contours would also provide a source of fill material to cap the cultural resource area 
and either bury most of the stands of highly invasive species or allow for their removal during 
initial grading. 
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Keeping the invasive species from becoming re-established on the site would be an ongoing 
management component of the VMHRP that would involve coordinated efforts by volunteers, 
routine mowing and spot treatment by District staff, and possibly occasional use of contractors 
or specialized non-profit organizations such as the California Conservation Corps. 
 
Removal of invasive non-native species would require both mechanical and chemical means.  
Native vegetative cover would be planted over areas disturbed by earthwork and invasive 
species removal.  Individual components of the process would include: 

• Removal of an estimated 1.4 acres of invasive trees, shrubs, and groundcovers around 
the central drainage and vicinity of the main house and caretaker’s residence; 

• Enhancement and creation of approximately 0.6 acre of native riparian habitat along the 
central drainage (from which invasive species would be removed as described above); 

• Removal of an estimated 0.5 acre of fennel and artichoke thistle dominated ruderal 
cover in the western portion of the site; 

• Establishment of approximately 7.3 acres of native grasslands on recontoured slopes 
and areas treated to remove invasive species; and 

• Establishment of approximately 0.33 acre of native tree and shrub enhancement 
plantings near the entrance and northwestern edge of the site. 

 
Phasing of the implementation of the VMHRP is important to successful eradication of invasive 
species and re-establishment of native cover on the site.  The first phase would involve a 
concerted effort to remove invasive species, focusing on the tree and groundcover species 
around the central drainage and vicinity of the main house and caretaker’ s residence, and 
stands of fennel and artichoke thistle in the western portion of the site.  Removal of non-native 
invasive plants within the Cultural Resource Area would use methods that do not disturb the 
underlying archaeological resources, involving cutting, mowing, and herbicide treatment but 
prohibiting digging, stump grinding or disking.  This would be followed by scraping of the soil 
surface to collect the invasive seed bank from the western portion of the site, deposition of the 
seed bank scrapings in the central portion of the site, recontouring and capping of the cultural 
resource area and seed bank scrapings, and regrading/recontouring the western portion of the 
site.  The next phase would involve heavy seeding of graded slopes with a native seed mix in 
advance of the fall rains.  Enhancement riparian and upland plantings with native trees and 
shrubs could either be accomplished at the same time native grassland seeding is installed, or 
in subsequent years.  On-going management would involve routine mowing of the grasslands to 
prevent re-establishment of fennel, artichoke thistle, and yellow-star thistle, pulling of invasive 
tree, shrubs, and groundcover plants and vines, and possibly successive treatments using a 
broadleaf-specific herbicide that would not affect the seeded native grasslands.  Any herbicide 
application would be carefully controlled to protect desired native willow to be preserved, avoid 
native grassland and enhancement plantings, and protect the aquatic habitat of the drainages 
and Carquinez Strait. 
 
The VMHRP would be implemented according to the following basic procedures: 
 

1. Hiring of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 
major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting efforts.  
Chemical treatment of the invasive species would be carefully controlled according to 
the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano County Agricultural 
Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent exposure to park users, 
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avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective and appropriate products 
available at the time field work is performed. 
 
2. Hiring public groups such as California Conservation Corps (CCC) or Native American 
groups to assist with removal and planting under direction of the selected contractor. 
 
3. Use of volunteers, directed and coordinated by experienced restoration specialists, to 
participate in the initial invasive species removal and provide the bulk of ongoing 
removal, planting, and management efforts. 
 
4. Coordination with City of Vallejo’s Glen Cove Maintenance Assessment District, 
including restoration and management of the open space area on the hillside to the west 
of the park site as part of the habitat restoration project.  This hillside is problematic as is 
supports a dense stand of sweet fennel.  Unless this area is simultaneously cleared and 
controlled, it would provide a permanent source of invasive fennel that would continue to 
re-colonize the park site.  Routine mowing of accessible slopes would eventually control 
fennel reestablishment, but this species could continue to spread along the steeper 
shoreline of the park site requiring intensive hand removal. 

 
Invasive species eradication and control would be implemented according to the following 
procedures: 
 

1. Initial treatment, disposal, and follow-up of dominant invasive plant species would 
conform to management procedures identified in the VMHRP.  These include a major 
mechanical removal and chemical treatment of target invasive species at least one year 
before subsequent grading.  All seed, pulled seedlings, stolons, and root material of 
target invasive species would be bagged and disposed in a landfill.  Performing an initial 
removal a year in advance of grading would allow for invasive treatment through cutting, 
pulling, and herbicide application at least twice before fill is placed over the vicinity of the 
central drainage and Cultural Resource Area where the major infestations of invasive 
trees and groundcover vines occur.  The initial removal and herbicide treatment would 
be accomplished in spring (before May) when the cambium is active and to prevent 
additional seed production of target species.  Tree trunks would be treated immediately 
with herbicide, within one minute of cutting.  Foliar spray would be applied in the spring 
following removal and disposal of groundcover species.  Any foliar spray application 
within five feet of surface waters would be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide.  
Subsequent treatment would include cutting and herbicide retreatment of tree 
trunks/shoots, pulling seedlings, saplings, stolons, and accessible root material, and spot 
treatment with foliar spray to eradicate ground cover. 
 
2. Trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest Control 
Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano County, would 
be employed to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices would 
be used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application include wind 
and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, specific product and 
concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native cover to be preserved or 
established on the site. 
 
3. The public would be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 
temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, identifying 
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the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact person and 
phone number to answer any questions.  Signs would be posted at the entrance to the 
park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or as necessary to 
visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area. 
 
4. On-going maintenance and monitoring to prevent re-establishment and spread of 
dominant invasive species would be provided.  This would involve routine mowing of the 
western field area to prevent re-establishment of fennel/ yellow-star thistle and artichoke 
thistle, pulling of seedlings of all target species before stands become re-established, 
and possible spot treatment with selected foliar spray herbicide followed by 
supplemental seeding to establish the desired grassland seed mix. 

 
Site grading and re-contouring would be implemented according to the following procedures: 
 

1. Grading would be initiated in the dry summer period after successful eradication of 
target invasive species through the central portion of the site where fill material would be 
deposited.  It is critical that infestations of tree-of-heaven, elm, periwinkle, ivy, and 
Himalayan blackberry have been successfully treated, to limit the likelihood that these 
species resprout and spread at the margins and shallower areas of the fill, where there 
is less fill thickness to inhibit regrowth.  A final treatment of herbicide by foliar spray may 
be warranted to help prevent rerooting of invasive groundcover species. 
 
2. Invasive seed source from the western portion of the site would be scraped, collected, 
and deposited in the center of the area to be capped with fill in the central portion of the 
site.  The scraping would target the top one or two inches of the soil surface where 
fennel, artichoke thistle, and yellow-star thistle are particularly abundant. 
 
3. Trees to be retained would be surrounded with orange construction fencing, and 
construction equipment operators would be instructed to prevent damage to tree root 
systems and trunks. 
 
4. Re-contouring and placement of the fill cap would conform to the final grading plans.  
A minimum of 12 inches of fill would be placed over the collected invasive seed source 
or locations with mapped infestations of tree, shrub, or groundcover species. 
 
5. Disturbance to central drainage would be avoided during re-contouring and placement 
of the fill cap.  (As discussed in Item IV.c, below, this feature is regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Game, and 
modifications to the bed or bank would require appropriate authorizations from these 
agencies.)  Because of the absence of fill on the bed or bank of the central drainage, 
mechanical and chemical control of invasive species would be particularly important 
along this drainage as the likelihood of reemergence is greater than in capped areas.  
Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface waters would be restricted to an 
aquatic-approved herbicide. 

 
New plantings and landscape features would be implemented according to the following 
procedures: 
 

1. A hydroseeded mixture of native grasses and wildflowers would be applied on all 
graded and cleared areas throughout the park site. 
 

 39 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



 

2. Installation of native shrubs and trees by hand in a phased program to reestablish a 
more natural gradation of habitats, using plant species native to the site and indigenous 
to the riparian and upland habitats in the region.  Short-term irrigation during the summer 
months would be provided through installation of a temporary drip-irrigation system.  The 
large agave and other non-invasive plants such as the palms, and California bay laurel, 
immediately south of the caretaker’s residence would be retained for aesthetic resources 
and as a remnant of the historic setting. 
 
3. The Cultural Resource Area would be protected by the following restrictions: 

a. No digging for container plantings would be allowed other than planting of 
small shoots and seedlings in the 12-inch soils cap, and installation of spreading 
rush in the bottom of the central drainage. 

b. The major treatment on this portion of the site would consist of seeding with 
native grasses and establishment of native riparian tree and shrub species along 
the central drainage. 

c. The existing deteriorated driveways to the immediate north, south, and west of 
the main house would be broken up with a backhoe-mounted breaker to allow 
drainage, but soil below the pavement surface would not be disturbed.  These 
driveway areas would be covered with at least 12 inches of soil and heavily 
seeded with the native grass seed mix as part of the site capping process. 

d. Existing native and non-native ornamental trees that are not invasive would be 
retained if they are in good health and not interfering with habitat restoration (e.g. 
palms, pines, bays, pittosporum, and selected stands of blue gum). 

 
4. Park Entry/Parking Area/Upland Plantings would consist of decorative native or 
Mediterranean shrub, ground cover, and low-growing tree plantings using drought-
tolerant species in the area between the cul-de-sac and existing rock mounds, to 
complement the adjacent townhouse development landscape.  Small groupings of native 
shrubs and trees along the Bay/Ridge Trail in the northwestern portion of the site would 
provide visual interest, shade, and a more natural appearance.  These plantings would 
be carefully designed and located in coordination with adjacent homeowners to minimize 
blockage of views.  Drip irrigation to frontage and northwestern area plantings would be 
provided, at least during the establishment period for the first two to three years.  
Existing rock mounds would be augmented to create a vehicle barrier and naturalistic 
boundary for the park, including relocation of rocks for construction of parking area and 
restroom.  To protect the ground squirrels that currently live among rocks, existing rocks 
would not be disturbed except as necessary to construct the parking lot.  Non-native 
agave and other plants in this area would be removed. 

 
E.  APPROVALS AND PERMITS 
The proposed project would require approval from the following public agencies: 

• City of Vallejo: Planned Development Permit (which includes Tree Removal Permit) 

• City of Vallejo: Grading Permit 

• City of Vallejo: Demolition Permit 

• City of Vallejo: Building Permit 

• City of Vallejo: Permission to restrict parking at end of Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac. 
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• San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC): Permit for fill 
and other project work within a 100-foot band beyond the mean high tide line 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 permit for placement of shoreline protection, 
which constitutes bay/wetland fill, including consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and Water Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act where wetlands and other waters may be affected by grading and development 

• (Possibly) California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG): Streambed Alteration 
Permit for removal of invasive species and planting native species in or near the creeks 

• (If the City of Vallejo Glen Cove Maintenance Assessment District lands to the west of 
the site are included in the Habitat Restoration Plan) Glen Cove Maintenance 
Assessment District: agreement or arrangement with the responsible City staff 

• Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD): Agreement for connection to, and 
public use of, the paved service road to the east of the park site that is proposed for use 
as part of the Bay/Ridge Trail Route 

• County of Solano, Department of Environmental Management: Permit for closure of 
underground storage tank (UST) 

 
In addition, the following approval would be required from a private entity: 

• Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E): Agreement for connection to, and public use 
of, the paved service road to the east of the park site that is proposed for use as part of 
the Bay/Ridge Trail Route 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
As discussed in I.C. Background and Scope of This EIR, above, the Initial Study (see Appendix 
B) found that, with the exception of historic cultural resources, all impacts of the project could be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study.  
Therefore, potential impacts on historic cultural resources are addressed in this chapter. 

A. HISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Setting 
History of the Glen Cove Site 
Prehistoric Era 
Usage of the project site by Native Americans before the advent of the Europeans is well 
documented (see Appendix B, Initial Study, Item V. b).  A village was located at the site at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century when the inhabitants came into direct contact with the 
Mission system.  A major shellmound, including human cremations and burials and numerous 
artifacts, is located at the site. 
 
Historic Era 
Historic research indicates that at least three episodes of building construction have occurred at 
Glen Cove.9
 
Original Historic Era Structures.  The 1857 Coast Survey of Carquinez Strait (Straits of 
Karquines) show two structures within in a fenced area on the site, apparently part of a farm or 
ranch.  One of the structures appears to be located in the same place as the existing Stremmel 
main house.  It was reported that the basement of that structure was stone lined, a building 
technique that has been rarely used since the 1860s in California.  It appears possible, if not 
likely, that the basement of the existing main house is the basement remaining from this original 
structure.  The second building (which no longer exists) was located on the shoreline, near the 
eastern boundary of the cultural resources area.  Both buildings were enclosed within a fence, 
which also no longer exists. 
 
Pleasure Resort.  Based on a description and sketch map made during a 1907 visit by 
archaeologist N.C. Nelson, who was recording the major shellmounds of the Bay Area, a 
“pleasure resort” consisting of two structures was located at the site at that time.  A “dance hall” 
was located at the crest of the shellmound, and a building labeled “residences” was located 
across the gully to the east of the dance hall.  Between the two structures and fronting on the 
shoreline was a “beer garden”.  None of these structures remains. 
 
Stremmel Complex.  In the 1920s or 1930s, a complex of buildings was constructed on the site, 
replacing the pleasure resort.  These buildings included the existing Stremmel main house and 
caretaker’s residence, as well as several other buildings that were demolished in the late 1980s 
or early 1990s: a porte cochere and garage attached to the southwest corner of the main house, 
and several outbuildings including a pantry and refrigeration house, located north of the main 
house and caretaker’s residence.  These buildings were associated with the dairy farm that was 
active on the site until development of the surrounding area in the 1980s.10

                                                      
9 Archaeological Research Service, An Archaeological Evaluation of Sol-236, The Glen Cove Site, Within 
Glen Cove Waterfront Park, for Greater Vallejo Recreation District, April 1988. 
 
10 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006, page 13. 
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Stremmel Main House 
Description 
The Stremmel main house is an approximately 3,400-square-foot, two-story building with 
basement.11  The house consists of wood framing with a stucco exterior, and the foundation 
consists of an approximately two-foot thick stone rubble foundation with a trowelled plaster coat 
on its interior face.  There are four rooms, a small toilet room, and a kitchen on the ground floor.  
A pantry at the end wall of the kitchen has two windows, and two long narrow rooms flank the 
kitchen, blocking natural light to it.  One of these rooms contains an interior stair to the 
basement; there is also an (overgrown) exterior stair to the basement.  The basement is located 
under the main part of the house, with one corner consisting solely of a crawl space.  The 
basement has low headroom, open framing, and high windows, and is unsuitable for 
occupancy.  The second floor contains six bedrooms (or two bedrooms and two suites) and two 
full bathrooms. 
 
An assessment of the building in 198812 noted visible electric wiring of the knob and tube type 
(typical at the time the building was constructed.)  There is a central heating system with ducts 
and heat registers.  The 1988 assessment also identified exposed sewer lines at the north 
façade of the building, and presumed the existence of a septic system, as well as reporting a 
500-gallon underground diesel fuel tank at the east entry to the basement.  Potential 
environmental impacts of the underground storage tank are discussed in the Initial Study, Item 
VII.b, Underground Storage Tank (see Appendix B). 
 
Condition 
The Stremmel main house has been unoccupied for several decades, and has not been 
maintained for an extended period.  It currently is not in habitable condition. 
 
A structural assessment performed in 1988 found that the roof framing appeared to be 
adequate.13  Although the girders supporting the second floor were inadequate by design 
standards at the time of the assessment, there was no evidence that this had been a problem to 
date.  An analysis of wind, seismic and lateral forces found that the building was constructed 
without the elements currently employed to resist lateral force (horizontal plywood diaphragms 
and vertical plywood shearwalls).  The walls between the second floor and roof appeared to 
have adequate resistance, but the chimney may require bracing.  The walls between the first 
and second floors had insufficient resistance, indicating that the structure should be expected 
be expected to suffer severe damage in the first story during a major earthquake.  The exterior 
rubble masonry basement walls were judged adequate for support if repaired and anchored to 
the wood framing. 
 
The 1988 assessment noted distinct horizontal cracking at the sill line, where the wood frame 
meets the foundation, as well as evidence of plywood sheathing repairs to the roof, and stated 
that the condition of the electrical wiring was unknown but presumed to be in disrepair.  In 
addition to the structural deficiencies discussed above, the structure would require various 
aesthetic rehabilitation measures to return it to habitable condition. 
                                                      
11 Amphion Environmental, Inc., Stremmel Mansion Assessment, Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District, April 1988. 
 
12 Ibid. 
 
13 Ibid. 
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Nevertheless, in historic architectural terms, the structure retains its basic integrity of design and 
materials, as well as its integrity of location, setting, and association, and therefore retains its 
overall integrity. 
 
Historical Registers 
The Stremmel main house and Glen Cove site are not listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places14, or located within an historic district.15  The house and site are not listed as California 
historical landmarks.16  Historic resources are not addressed in the City of Vallejo General Plan. 
 
Policy and Regulatory Framework 
The evaluation of properties for potential impacts to “historical resources” under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a two-step process.  The first step is to determine whether 
the property is an “historical resource” as defined in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of CEQA.  If it is an 
“historical resource,” the second is to evaluate whether the action or project proposed by the 
sponsor would cause a “substantial adverse change” to the “historical resource.” 
 
Conclusion: Historical Resources 
The existing Stremmel main house has not been assessed for historical significance by a 
qualified architectural historian; therefore, its eligibility for listing on the California Register of 
Historic Resources or the National Register of Historic Places is unknown.  However, the 
structure was constructed in the 1920s or 1930s, may incorporate the basement from an 1860s 
era structure, is associated with several phases of local history and prehistory, and retains its 
overall integrity.  For these reasons, as well as the building’s potential to yield information 
important to the history of the local area, it is at least potentially eligible for listing as an historic 
structure.  Therefore, in the absence of a specific determination of eligibility for the California or 
National Registers, it is assumed for the purposes of this EIR that the building is eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources and/or the National Register of Historic 
Places, and therefore qualifies as an historic resource for CEQA purposes. 
 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Standards of Significance 
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant effect if it would cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource.17  A “substantial 
adverse change” is defined by the Guidelines as “demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an 

                                                      
14 National Register of Historic Places website, 
http://www.nr.nps.gov/iwisapi/explorer.dll?IWS_SCHEMA=NRIS1&IWS_LOGIN=1&IWS_REPORT=1000
00039, accessed 21 September 2006. 
 
15 National Register of Historic Places website, 
http://www.nationalregisterofhistoricplaces.com/ca/Solano/districts.html, accessed 21 September 2006. 
 
16  California Office of Historic Preservation website, http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=21527, 
accessed 21 September 2006. 
 
17 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5. 
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historical resource would be materially impaired.”18

 
The proposed project includes demolition of the Stremmel main house, which is assumed to be 
an historic resource for CEQA purposes.  Demolition of the Stremmel main house would be a 
potentially significant impact on historic resources. 
 
Prior to demolition, the Master Plan calls for measures to document the historic values of the 
building, as follows19: 
 
“Recommendations: 

1. Demolish the Stremmel main house
a. Thoroughly document the features of the house and setting with photos, notes, 
and measurements for historical records.  Collect available historic photos, maps, 
accounts and other records into a file to be provided to GVRD, the City of Vallejo, 
the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for reference in 
preparing interpretive signs and materials.” 

 
The recommendations from the Master Plan are incorporated into the following mitigation 
measure: 
 

Mitigation Measure I-1: In accordance with the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master 
Plan, Draft August 2006, Section 2.0.B., Recommendation 1.a, demolition of the 
Stremmel main house shall be preceded by thorough documentation of the features of 
the house and setting with photos, notes, and measurements for historical records.  
Available historic photos, maps, accounts and other records shall be collected and 
assembled into a file to be provided to the Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD), 
the City of Vallejo, the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for 
reference in preparing interpretive signs and materials. 

 
While this mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the proposed project, the effect of the 
project on historic resources could not be reduced to a less than significant level, and the 
proposed demolition of the Stremmel main house would remain a significant, unavoidable 
adverse impact. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
The Stremmel main house and project site are not located within an historic district, and there 
are no other historic structures or places in the project vicinity.  The surrounding area is already 
developed and no substantial additional development is anticipated other than the proposed 
Glen Cove Waterfront Park project.  For these reasons, although the demolition of the Stremmel 
main house would have a significant unavoidable project-specific impact, the project, 
considered in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects, would 
not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historic resources.  Therefore, the cumulative 
impact of the project on historic resources would be less than significant. 

                                                      
18 Ibid. 
 
19 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006, page 19. 
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V. SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
This chapter summarizes mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts of the 
proposed project to less-than significant levels.  These mitigation measures have been identified 
in this EIR (described in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) 
and in the Initial Study, and are reiterated in this chapter.  Implementation and enforcement of 
certain measures may be the responsibility of other agencies.  Additional measures could be 
required as conditions of project approval by the responsible agencies, including the City of 
Vallejo, Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and/or 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 
 
In addition to the mitigation measures identified in this chapter, several legal requirements that 
would serve to mitigate potentially significant impacts are summarized here for informational 
purposes.  These include limitation of construction-related noise levels pursuant to the City of 
Vallejo Municipal Code (§7.84.010 General prohibition--Loud unnecessary and unusual noise), 
and observance of state and federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
requirements related to the handling and disposing of hazardous materials such as asbestos 
and lead-based paint. 
 
Mitigation measures for impacts of the proposed project are identified below.  Mitigation 
measures identified in this EIR (see Section A, below) and in the Initial Study (see Section B, 
below) would be required as conditions of project approval unless they are demonstrated to be 
infeasible based on substantial evidence in the record. 
 
A. MITIGATION MEASURES IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR 
Historic Resources 

Mitigation Measure I-1: In accordance with the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master 
Plan, Draft August 2006, Section 2.0.B., Recommendation 1.a, demolition of the 
Stremmel main house shall be preceded by thorough documentation of the features of 
the house and setting with photos, notes, and measurements for historical records.  
Available historic photos, maps, accounts and other records shall be collected and 
assembled into a file to be provided to the Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD), 
the City of Vallejo, the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for 
reference in preparing interpretive signs and materials. 

 
B. MITIGATION MEASURES FROM THE INITIAL STUDY 
Air Quality: 

Mitigation Measure III-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall reduce the severity of 
project construction–period dust impacts by requiring implementation of the following 
dust control measures by contractors during construction: 
 
a) Watering shall be used twice daily to control dust generation at active construction 

areas, including excavation, grading, and site preparation activities. 
b) Cover all trucks and earthmoving equipment hauling debris, soils, sand and other 

loose materials, or require all trucks and earthmoving equipment to maintain at least 
two feet of freeboard. 

c) Use dust–proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever feasible. 
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d) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non–toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

e) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, including affected public 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

f) Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

g) Require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment so 
as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such 
means as prohibiting idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are 
waiting in queues, and implementing specific maintenance programs to reduce 
emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction 
period. 

h) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

i) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to all stockpiles of 
debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the wind. 

j) Limit traffic on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 
k) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways. 
l) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

 

Biological Resources: 
Mitigation Measure IV-1: To avoid impacts to nesting birds, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement one of the following: 
 
A. Tree removal shall occur in the fall (October through December), or: 
 
B. Prior to removal of any tree, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey to determine if the tree contains any occupied nest(s).  The survey shall occur 
within 14 days prior to the initiation of tree removal during the early part of the breeding 
season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these 
activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through September).  An 
active nest would be indicated by one or more of the following: 
 

1. Incubation behavior of adults (e.g., regular periods of “disappearance” into the 
same location followed by short, secretive flights to forage). 

 
2. Extreme distress and alarm calls when in close vicinity of the nest tree. 
 
3. Observation of food being carried on the beak or talons to the nest. 

 
Trees that contain active nest(s) shall be removed only during the fall (October through 
December).  An adequate buffer shall be established around the nest tree as determined 
by the qualified biologist, but providing no less than a 100-foot no disturbance zone 
around the nest tree.  Trees that have been surveyed and do not contain any active 
nests may be removed at any time, as long as they are not contained any required no-
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disturbance zone of an active nest, in which case they shall remain until the nest tree is 
removed. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-2: To avoid impacts to roosting bats, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement the following: 
 
Building demolition (main house, and caretaker/s residence if demolished) shall occur 
between February 15 to April 15 or from August 15 to October 15 to minimize the 
likelihood of removal during the winter roosting period when individuals are less active 
and more difficult to detect, and the critical pupping period (April 16 to August 14) when 
young can not disperse. 
 
A pre-construction survey for roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 14 days prior to building demolition.  To determine presence or absence of bats, 
the survey shall be conducted by a biologist with experience surveying for bats, focusing 
on the attic area of structures to be demolished.  If no special-status bats are identified 
during the pre-construction survey(s), then no impacts to these bats would be expected 
to occur from demolition. 
 
If, however, any special-status bats are identified in any of the structure(s) proposed for 
removal, reproductive status shall be determined, and appropriate measures developed 
to allow for passive relocation through building exclusions and other methods.  
Additional recommendations may be made by the qualified bat specialist following the 
pre-demolition survey, such as opening the roof of the structures, monitoring of 
demolition, and other measures to avoid take of individual bats. 
 
Restrictions on timing of demolition and conduct of the pre-construction survey(s) would 
prevent direct take of individuals or destruction of any maternity roost locations in active 
use.  No immediate replacement of roosting habitat is currently recommended.  If a 
maternity roost or occupied roost is detected during the pre-construction survey(s), 
CDFG shall be notified and consulted to determine if protection measures are adequate 
and if replacement for loss of occupied habitat is required. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-3: The: project sponsor (GVRD) shall obtain appropriate 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for modifications along the 
shoreline, and (if required) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or California 
Department of Fish and Game for modifications to the drainage west of the Stremmel 
main house.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall also obtain Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-4:  All use of herbicides shall be controlled as described in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan and stipulated in Mitigation Measure 
VII-2, including the use of Best Management Practices, compliance with State Guidelines, 
and herbicide application by certified technicians only. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-5:  As required in Mitigation Measure VIII-1, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to control construction-related erosion and sedimentation and, as required in Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a Stormwater 
Control Plan to control operational runoff from the project site. 
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Cultural Resources: 

Mitigation Measure V-1: All earth-disturbing activities at the project site, including 
connection of the caretaker’s residence to sewer and/or water lines, installation and 
maintenance of walls at the caretaker’s residence, excavation at the proposed parking 
area and restroom, any excavation of contaminated soil associated with the 
underground storage tank near the main house, and all earth-disturbing activities within 
the Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, shall be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist.  Archaeological monitoring for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 
area shall be conducted under a written Archaeological Monitoring Agreement.  Such an 
Agreement shall provide for, at a minimum: 
 

a)  Timely notification prior to any excavations; 
 
b)  Monitoring during all earth-moving or soil disturbing activities, however minor, 
until and unless the monitor determines that no impacts to potentially significant 
archaeological materials will occur; 
 
c)  Specific requirements that archaeological monitors be notified immediately if 
potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered anywhere in the 
absence of an onsite monitor; 
 
d)  Authority of the onsite archaeological monitor to halt excavations if potentially 
significant archaeological materials or human remains are encountered; 
 
e)  Time and space to record, photograph and map, recover, retrieve, and/or remove 
any archaeological materials and data during the construction process; 
 
f)  Time and funding for laboratory cleaning, cataloging, analysis, and preparation 
for permanent curation of any and all recovered data and materials after onsite 
monitoring ends; and 
 
g)  Time and funding for a Final Report of findings, to incorporate data developed for 
this report as appropriate and data developed by monitoring and analysis; additional 
historical and/or archival research may also be warranted.  In addition to reporting to 
the project sponsor (GVRD), copies of the Final Report must be submitted to the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System for inclusion in the permanent archives, and another copy shall accompany 
any curated archaeological materials and data.  Archaeological data, reports, and 
recovered materials are and will remain the property of the property owners. 

 
Archaeological identification, inventory, evaluation, research and mitigation under 
provisions of CEQA, if any, shall be completely reported in a comprehensive manner, 
incorporating all methods used and data gained, thorough current scientific analysis of 
all data, and interpretation of any archaeological resources within a regional 
archaeological framework.  Qualified professional archaeologists shall complete the 
report to current professional standards, and the data shall be made available to other 
qualified researchers following completion of the Final Report.  Appropriate specialized, 
focused scientific analytic techniques shall be applied (e.g., radiocarbon dating, obsidian 
sourcing and hydration, typological studies, geomorphological studies, faunal analysis, 
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etc.).  Obtaining, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting archaeological data from the 
project area would serve as mitigative compensation for any project-related impacts to 
resources. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-2:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and construction contractors 
shall be prepared to respond appropriately if heretofore undetected archaeological 
resources are encountered anywhere in the project area. 
 
To set up and facilitate both the recommended monitoring and the response procedure 
required under CEQA, a pre-construction meeting shall be arranged involving 
responsible project personnel, both onsite and managerial supervisory construction 
personnel, and the archaeological monitors.  The purpose of this meeting will be to 
familiarize all involved parties with the provisions of this plan.  Construction contractors 
shall be prepared to halt and/or relocate work while finds are identified, recorded, 
evaluated, and if warranted, mitigative activities carried out.  In virtually all reasonably 
foreseeable circumstances, the appropriate mitigation action will be recording and 
removal of archaeological objects and data from the project area. 
 
Supervisory and construction personnel shall therefore be made aware of the possibility 
of encountering archaeological materials in this sensitive zone.  In this area, the most 
common and recognizable evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are deposits 
of marine shell, usually in fragments (mussels, oysters, clams, abalone, crabs, etc.), 
and/or faunal bone (deer, marine mammals, etc.), usually in a dark fine-grained soil 
(midden); stone flakes left from manufacturing stone tools, or the tools themselves 
(mortars, pestles, arrowheads and spear points); and human burials, often as dislocated 
bones.  Historic materials older than 45 years (bottles, artifacts, trash pits, structural 
remains, etc.) may also have scientific and cultural significance and should be more 
readily identified.  If during the proposed construction project any such evidence is 
uncovered or encountered, all excavations within 10 meters/30 feet shall be halted long 
enough to call in the monitoring archaeologists to assess the situation and propose 
appropriate measures. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and contractors must be 
prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regards to the 
discovery of human remains during construction.  In the event that any human remains 
are encountered during site disturbance, all ground–disturbing work shall cease 
immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in 
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

 
Mitigation Measure V-4: If any paleontological resources are encountered during site 
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance shall be halted until the 
services of a qualified paleontologist can be retained to identify and evaluate the 
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to document and 
prevent any significant adverse effects on the resource(s). 
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Geology and Soils: 
Mitigation Measure VI-1:  As recommended by the project geotechnical report 
(Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005), all project 
improvements shall be designed in accordance with current earthquake resistance 
standards for the area as outlined in the California Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-2:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-4:  Prior to initiation of grading, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
obtain a City grading permit, and shall comply with all requirements of the grading 
permit. 

 
Mitigation Measure VI-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VI-1. 

 
Hazardous Materials: 

Mitigation Measure VII-1:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 
 

Mitigation Measure VII-2:  All use of herbicides in project construction and maintenance 
shall comply with all restrictions and procedures for herbicide use identified in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), including: 
 
a) Use of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 

major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting 
efforts.  Chemical treatment of the invasive species shall be carefully controlled 
according to the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano 
County Agricultural Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent 
exposure to park users, avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective 
and appropriate products available at the time field work is performed. 

 
b) Employed trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest 

Control Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano 
County, to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices shall be 
used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application shall 
include wind and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, 
specific product and concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native 
cover to be preserved or established on the site. 

 
c) The public shall be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 

use of temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, 
identifying the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact 
person and phone number to answer any questions.  Signs shall be posted at the 
entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or 
as necessary to visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area.  Within the 
Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, sign post holes shall not be 
allowed to penetrate into the native ground under the soil cap. 
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d) Disturbance to the central drainage shall be avoided during recontouring and 
placement of the fill cap.  Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface 
waters shall be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall implement the following: 

 
Step 1:  Identification of Soils to be Excavated/Disturbed

 
The construction documents for the proposed project shall identify the precise locations 
of soil to be excavated or disturbed.  If the areas to be excavated or disturbed are within 
or near the previously-planned parking area along the northwest boundary of the site 
identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report (Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, California, Master 
Plan Report, Amphion Environmental, Inc., November 1, 1988), or other areas that may 
contain hazardous levels of lead based on the findings of Draft Removal Action 
Completion Report (Harding Lawson Associates, Letter Report to: Ms. Annina Antonio, 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Re: Draft Removal Action Completion 
Report, Assessment of Lead in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Vallejo, 
California, 21 May 1997), then Step 2 below shall be implemented. 

 
Step 2:  Determination of Presence of Lead-Contaminated Soils  

 
Prior to approval of a building permit for the project, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in which soil 
would be excavated or disturbed, and test the soil samples for total lead.  The consultant 
shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples.  The consultant shall 
prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the soil testing 
and a map that shows the locations of soils from which the consultant collected the soil 
samples. 

 
The project sponsor (GVRD) shall contact the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and submit the report on the soil testing for lead.  If the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or 
above a potentially hazardous level, no further mitigation measures with regard to lead-
contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 
 
Step 3:  Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 

 
If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the DTSC determines that the soils 
on the project site that are planned to be excavated or disturbed are contaminated with 
lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DTSC shall determine if preparation of 
a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted.  If such a plan is requested by the DTSC, the 
SMP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of soils on the project 
site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, including, but 
not limited to:  1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., 
encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); 2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site 
and a brief justification; and 3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and 
dispose of contaminated soils on the site.  The SMP shall be submitted to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District to become part of the case file. 
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Step 4:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils
 

(a)  specific work practices:  If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or 
above potentially hazardous levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the 
presence of such soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site 
(detected through soil odor, color, texture, and results of on-site soil testing), and shall 
be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately 
(i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA lead-safe work 
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 
(b)  dust suppression:  Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both 
during and after work hours. 
(c)  surface water runoff control:  Where soils are stockpiled, visquene shall be used to 
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain 
any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
(d)  soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used 
to bring portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated 
and removed, up to construction grade. 
(e)  hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by 
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately 
covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a 
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

 
Step 5:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report 

 
After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation 
measures in the SMP for handling and removing lead-contaminated soils from the 
project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these mitigation 
measures, and how and why the construction contractor modified those mitigation 
measures. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-4:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall, in coordination with the 
Solano County Department of Environmental Management, determine an appropriate 
disposition for the UST located east of the main house (removal or abandonment in 
place).  The type of closure selected shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid 
disturbance to the cultural resource protection area.  If required by the Solano County 
Department of Environmental Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) also shall retain 
a qualified environmental professional to assess the presence and extent of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination related to the underground storage tank (UST), in 
conformance with state and local guidelines and regulations. 
 
If sampling identifies surface and/or subsurface contamination, the area shall be 
remediated in accordance with the standards, regulations, and determinations of local, 
state, and federal regulatory agencies.  All earth-disturbing activities conducted during 
remediation shall comply with Mitigation Measures V-1 (which requires monitoring by a 
qualified archaeologist), V-2, V-3, and V-4.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
coordinate with the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and any 
other applicable regulatory agencies to adopt contaminant-specific remediation target 
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levels.  The excavated soil shall be removed and disposed of at an approved disposal 
facility. 
 
If required by the Solano County Department of Environmental Management, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and implement a site-specific health and safety plan to 
mitigate potential hazards to construction workers and the general public during 
remediation.  The health and safety plan shall meet the requirements of federal, state, 
and local environmental and worker safety laws.  Specific information to be provided in 
the plan shall include identification of contaminants, potential hazards, material handling 
procedures, dust suppression methods, personal protection clothing and devices, 
controlled access to the site, health and safety training requirements, monitoring 
equipment to be used during remediation to verify health and safety of the workers and 
the public, measures to protect public health and safety, and emergency response 
procedures. 

 
All reports and plans prepared in accordance with this mitigation measure shall be 
provided to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and to any 
other appropriate agencies identified by the Solano County Department of 
Environmental Management.  If the UST and/or contaminated soil is removed from the 
site, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall, after all hazardous materials have been removed 
and soil and groundwater analysis and other activities have been completed as 
appropriate, submit to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management 
(and any other agencies identified by the Solano County Department of Environmental 
Management) a report stating that the mitigation measure has been implemented.  The 
report shall describe the steps taken to comply with the mitigation measure and include 
all verifying documentation.  The report shall be certified by an REA or similarly qualified 
individual who states that the mitigation measure has been implemented, and specifying 
the actions that have been implemented. 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measures VII-1, VII-2, VII-3, and VII-4. 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality: 

Mitigation Measure VIII-1: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
SWPPP for construction of the proposed project, as required by the SWRCB and San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The SWPPP shall 
include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

• Source identification; 

• Preparation of a site map; 

• Description of construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and 
maintenance; 

• List of pollutants likely to contact storm water 

• Estimate of the construction site area and percent impervious area;  

• Erosion and sedimentation control practices, including soils stabilization, 
revegetation, and runoff control to limit increases in sediment in storm water runoff, 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 54  
Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project  

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



 

such as detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage 
swales, and sandbag dikes; 

• Proposed construction dewatering plans;  

• List of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm water; 

• Description of waste management practices; and 

• Maintenance and training practices. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
Stormwater Control Plan for the proposed project as required by applicable regulations, 
in compliance with Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing discharges 
from the municipal storm drain systems.  The Stormwater Control Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following elements: 

• Description of site features and conditions that constrain, or provide opportunities for, 
stormwater control. 

• Description of site design characteristics that protect natural resources. 

• Description of site design characteristics, building features, and pavement selections 
that reduce imperviousness of the site. 

• Tabulation of pervious and impervious area, showing self-retaining areas and areas 
tributary to each infiltration, treatment, or hydrograph modification BMP (Best 
Management Practice). 

• Preliminary designs for each treatment or hydrograph modification management 
BMP. 

• Identified pollutant source areas and for each, the source control measure(s) used to 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 

• Identification of any conflicts with codes or requirements or other anticipated 
obstacles to implementing the Stormwater Control Plan. 

• General description of maintenance needs for treatment/hydrograph modification 
BMPs. 

• Means by which BMP maintenance will be financed and implemented in perpetuity. 

• Statement accepting responsibility for operation and maintenance of treatment 
BMPs. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-3:  A bioswale to intercept and treat storm water runoff from the 
parking area, as identified in Figure 5: Parking Area & Frontage Plan of the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan, shall be constructed in compliance with applicable Section 
C.3 stormwater regulations and the project’s Stormwater Control Plan required in 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

 
Mitigation Measure VIII-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure VII-2. 
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Mitigation Measure VIII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

 
Noise 

Mitigation Measure XI-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall require the construction 
contractor(s) to: 
 

• Use noise shielding and muffling devices on construction equipment that comply 
with all applicable standards and regulations; and 

• Limit construction activity to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. 

 
Utilities and Service Systems: 

Mitigation Measure XVI-1: Prior to the initiation of project construction, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare a recycling plan to cover all phases of project 
construction.  The recycling plan shall identify a strategy for handling all waste materials 
that will be generated during construction and demolition, in order to divert a minimum of 
50 percent by weight.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall provide summary report of the 
diversion to the City. 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-2: The trash receptacles provided with the project’s picnic 
tables shall include separate containers for collection of recyclable materials such as 
glass, paper, plastic, and tin/aluminum cans, and shall provide for the regular collection 
of these materials from the project site throughout the life of the project. 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-1 

 
Mitigation Measure XVI-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-2. 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES 
 
A.  INTRODUCTION 
CEQA Guidelines20 require that EIRs “describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, 
or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The CEQA guidelines also require analysis 
of the “no project” alternative. 

An EIR is required to focus the discussion of alternatives on those that could reduce to a less-
than-significant level, or eliminate, any significant adverse environmental effects of the project, 
even if those alternatives may be more costly or could otherwise impede to some degree the 
attainment of the project objectives.21  The range of alternatives considered must include those 
that offer substantial environmental advantages over the project and may be feasibly 
accomplished in a successful manner considering economic, environmental, social, 
technological, and legal factors. 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an environmentally superior alternative be designated.22  If 
the alternative with the least environmental impact is the No Project Alternative, then one of the 
other remaining alternatives is to be designated as the environmentally superior alternative. 

This chapter includes a description of each alternative, an evaluation comparing each 
alternative’s characteristics and environmental impacts to those of the project, a discussion of 
alternatives considered and rejected, and a discussion of the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

B.  SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
The CEQA Guidelines suggest that an EIR briefly describe the rationale for selecting the 
alternatives to be discussed, identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency 
but were rejected as infeasible, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's 
determination.23

The alternatives addressed in this EIR were selected in consideration of one or more of the 
following factors: 

• The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic goals and 
objectives of the project (see III. Project Description); 

• The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen any of the identified 
significant environmental effects of the project; 

                                                      
20 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a). 
 
21 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b). 
 
22 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e). 
 
23 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(c). 
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• The potential feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, and general plan consistency, and whether the 
project proponent can reasonably acquire the site; 

• The appropriateness of the alternative in contributing to a reasonable range of 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice; and 

• The CEQA requirement to consider a No-Project Alternative24 and, if the No-Project 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the requirement to identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

In consideration of these factors, the following alternatives were selected for evaluation in this 
EIR: 

• Alternative 1 – No-Project Alternative 

• Alternative 2 – Preservation Alternative 

• Alternative 3 – Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative 

The EIR preparers believe that the analysis of the three alternatives selected will provide the 
decision makers with an understanding of the environmental effects of a range of alternatives to 
the project.  It should be noted that, because the Stremmel main house was constructed over 
the pre-existing indigenous settlement and burial site, it is not possible to design a project 
alternative that would both retain the main house and adequately recognize and protect the 
indigenous settlement and burial site. 

C.  ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT 
Description 
Under the No-Project Alternative (Alternative 1), the project site would remain in its existing 
state, and the Master Plan would not be implemented.  The current informal uses of the site 
would continue, and the existing Stremmel main house and caretaker’s residence would remain 
unaltered. 

Environmental Impacts 
Aesthetics 
The No-Project Alternative would be slightly more developed in character than the proposed 
project, due to the retention of the Stremmel main house, but this would not significantly change 
the overall visual character of the site.  Regrading of the western portion of the site, removal of 
invasive species, reestablishment of native plants, and night lighting of the new restroom of the 
project would not occur; however, none of these project impacts would be considered 
significant. 

Air Quality 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly lower than the proposed project; however, 
the operational air quality impacts of both this alternative and the proposed project would be 
less than significant.  This alternative would not generate the construction-related emissions of 
the proposed project; however, with mitigation, these impacts could be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

                                                      
24 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e). 
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Biological Resources 
This alternative would not generate impacts on wetlands, nesting birds, or roosting bats; 
however, these impacts could, with mitigation, be reduced to a less than significant level under 
the proposed project.  The beneficial impacts of removal of invasive plant species and 
reestablishment of native plant species would not occur. 

Cultural Resources 
This alternative would avoid the unavoidable significant impact of the proposed project on 
historic resources by retaining the Stremmel main house, although its condition would continue 
to deteriorate, as alternative does not involve rehabilitation of the structure.  This alternative 
would also avoid construction-related impacts on archaeological resources, buried human 
remains, and potential paleontological resources; however, by retaining the main house and not 
returning the site to a more natural condition, it would interfere with the recognition and 
protection of the important indigenous settlement and burial site. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This alternative would not involve use of herbicides, and disturbance of lead-contaminated soil, 
that would occur under the proposed project; however, these impacts, with mitigation, could be 
reduced to a less than significant level.  The existing underground storage tank, and potential 
lead-based paint and asbestos in the main house and caretaker’s residence, would remain, 
rather than being remediated as part of the project.  Under the proposed project, implementation 
of mitigation measures and conformance with applicable laws and regulations would reduce the 
potential impacts of the existing underground storage tank, lead-based paint, and asbestos to a 
less than significant level. 

Land Use 
Similar to the proposed project, land use impacts of this alternative would be less than 
significant. 

Noise 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly lower, but would not be substantially 
different from the proposed project; thus, impacts on operational noise would be similar to the 
proposed project, and less than significant under both this alternative and the proposed project.  
The construction noise impacts of the proposed project would not occur, but under the proposed 
project these impacts could be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Recreation 
Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not enhance recreational opportunities at the 
site, and would not substantially alter the current level of informal usage at the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park site; however, this would not have a significant effect on other nearby parks and 
recreational facilities. 

Transportation/Traffic 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly lower, but would not be substantially 
different from the proposed project.  Impacts of this alternative on transportation would be 
similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant in both cases. 
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Other Impacts 
Impacts of this alternative on agricultural resources, mineral resources, population and housing, 
and public services would be similar to those of the proposed project, and less than significant.  
Under this alternative, impacts on geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and utilities 
and service systems would not occur; however, all of these impacts could be mitigated to a less 
than significant level. 

Fulfillment of Project Objectives 
The No-Project Alternative would not meet the objectives of the project sponsor. 

D. ALTERNATIVE 2: PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 
Description 
The Preservation Alternative (Alternative 2) is designed to reduce the impacts to the historic 
resources of the Stremmel main house.  This alternative would be similar to the proposed 
project described in the Master Plan, except that the Stremmel main house would be 
rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of 
historic structures, instead of demolished, and the rehabilitated main house would become a 
part of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park.  The main house may be open periodically for tours, 
visitation, and/or public functions, but would not be occupied on a regular basis.  Similar to the 
proposed project’s restroom, exterior security lighting at the main house would be shielded at 
the source and mounted on the undersides of the eaves to minimize glare and off-site visibility. 

Environmental Impacts 
Aesthetics 
The Preservation Alternative would be slightly more developed in character than the proposed 
project, and more similar to existing conditions, due to the preservation and periodic use of the 
Stremmel main house, but this would not significantly change the overall visual character of the 
site.  This alternative, like the proposed project, would not have significant impacts on public or 
private views or scenic vistas.  Night lighting at the Stremmel main house under this alternative 
would be anticipated to be similar to that of the new restroom of the project and this alternative, 
which would, like the proposed project, have a less than significant impact. 

Air Quality 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly higher, but would not be substantially 
different from the proposed project; thus, operational impacts on air quality would be similar, 
and, like the proposed project, less than significant.  Like the proposed project, this alternative 
would generate construction-related emissions, which, with mitigation, could be reduced to a 
less than significant level. 

Biological Resources 
This alternative, like the proposed project, could affect roosting bats in the Stremmel main 
house, an impact that, with mitigation, could be reduced to a less than significant level.  Other 
impacts on biological resources, including sensitive habitats, wetlands, and movement of 
wildlife, also would be similar to those of the proposed project, and would either be less than 
significant or, with mitigation, could be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Cultural Resources 
This alternative would avoid the unavoidable significant impact of the proposed project on 
historic resources by retaining the Stremmel main house, and would counteract past 
deterioration by rehabilitating the structure.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would 
have potentially significant impacts on archaeological resources, buried human remains, and 
paleontological resources, which, with implementation of mitigation measures, could be reduced 
to a less than significant level.  Unlike the proposed project, retaining and rehabilitating the main 
house under this alternative would interfere with return of the site to a more natural condition in 
order to recognize and protect the important existing indigenous settlement and burial site. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Impacts of this alternative on hazards and hazardous materials would be generally similar to 
those of the project, and, similar to the proposed project, could be reduced to a less than 
significant level by implementation of mitigation measures.  There is an underground storage 
tank near the main house, and the main house may contain lead-based paint and asbestos.  
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of mitigation measures and conformance with 
applicable laws and regulations that govern the abatement and handling of asbestos, lead-
based paint, and underground storage tanks during rehabilitation would reduce these potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Land Use 
In general, land use impacts of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, 
and less than significant.  The site is designated as Public Facility (PF) in the City of Vallejo 
General Plan, and is zoned as Public Facility.  Preservation of the Stremmel main house as a 
part of the park facilities would be a conforming use under this zoning. 

Noise 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly higher, but would not be substantially 
different from the proposed project; thus, impacts on operational noise would be similar and less 
than significant.  As with the proposed project, construction noise impacts could be mitigated to 
a less than significant level. 

Recreation 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would enhance recreational opportunities at the site, 
and could increase usage at the Glen Cove Waterfront Park above the current levels of informal 
use; but would not have a significant effect on other nearby parks and recreational facilities. 

Transportation/Traffic 
The level of usage of this alternative could be slightly higher, but would not be substantially 
different from the proposed project.  Impacts of this alternative on transportation would be 
similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant in both cases. 

Other Impacts 
Impacts of this alternative on agricultural resources, mineral resources, population and housing, 
and public services would be similar to those of the proposed project, and less than significant.  
Impacts of this alternative on geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and utilities and 
service systems would be similar to those of the project.  As with the proposed project, these 
impacts could be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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Fulfillment of Project Objectives 
The Preservation Alternative would partially fulfill the objectives of the applicant: it would 
implement a waterfront park, but would provide less recognition and protection of the indigenous 
settlement and burial site than the proposed project. 

E. ALTERNATIVE 3: PRESERVATION AND ADAPTIVE REUSE ALTERNATIVE 
Description 
The Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative (Alternative 3) is designed to reduce the 
impacts to historic resources of the Stremmel main house.  This alternative would be similar to 
the proposed project described in the Master Plan, except that the main house would be 
rehabilitated and adaptively reused by the GVRD or a third party.  A variety of adaptive reuses 
are possible in this alternative, such as a residence, public uses such as a nature center or 
recreation facility, or commercial uses such as a bed and breakfast, offices, or a 
retreat/conference center.  However, the adaptive reuse would conform to the Secretary of the 
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic structures; be sensitive to the Native American 
archeological site and archaeological resource, and be consistent with the purposes and uses of 
the remainder of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park.  Similar to the proposed project’s restroom, 
exterior security lighting at the main house would be shielded at the source and mounted on the 
undersides of the eaves to minimize glare and off-site visibility. 

Environmental Impacts 
Aesthetics 
The Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative would be slightly more developed in character 
than the proposed project, and more similar to existing conditions, due to the preservation and 
regular use of the Stremmel main house, but this would not significantly change the overall 
visual character of the site.  This alternative, like the proposed project, would not have 
significant impacts on public or private views or scenic vistas.  Night lighting at the Stremmel 
main house under this alternative would be anticipated to be similar to that of the new restroom 
of the project and this alternative, which would, like the proposed project, have a less than 
significant impact. 

Air Quality 
The level of usage of this alternative would be somewhat higher than the proposed project; 
however, operational impacts of this alternative on air quality would be generally similar, and, 
like the proposed project, less than significant.  Like the proposed project, this alternative would 
generate construction-related emissions, which, with mitigation, could be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

Biological Resources 
This alternative, like the proposed project, could affect roosting bats in the Stremmel main 
house, an impact that, with mitigation, could be reduced to a less than significant level.  Other 
impacts on biological resources, including sensitive habitats, wetlands, and movement of 
wildlife, also would be similar to those of the proposed project, and would either be less than 
significant, or, with mitigation, could be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Cultural Resources 
This alternative would avoid the unavoidable significant impact of the proposed project on 
historic resources by retaining and reusing the Stremmel main house, and would counteract 
past deterioration by rehabilitating the structure.  Like the proposed project, this alternative 
would have potentially significant impacts on archaeological resources, buried human remains, 
and paleontological resources, which, with implementation of mitigation measures, could be 
reduced to a less than significant level.  Unlike the proposed project, retaining, rehabilitating, 
and reusing the main house under this alternative would interfere with return of the site to a 
more natural condition in order to recognize and protect the important existing indigenous 
settlement and burial site. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Impacts of this alternative on hazards and hazardous materials would be generally similar to 
those of the project, and, similar to the proposed project, could be reduced to a less than 
significant level by implementation of mitigation measures.  There is an underground storage 
tank near the main house, and the main house may contain lead-based paint and asbestos.  
Similar to the proposed project, implementation of mitigation measures and conformance with 
applicable laws and regulations that govern the abatement and handling of asbestos, lead-
based paint, and underground storage tanks during rehabilitation would reduce potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Land Use 
The site is designated as Public Facility (PF) in the City of Vallejo General Plan, and is zoned as 
Public Facility.  Use of the rehabilitated Stremmel main house under this alternative for public 
facilities such as a nature center, recreation facility, etc. would be conforming uses under this 
zoning.  Because residential use has occurred continuously on the site, residential use of the 
Stremmel main house under this alternative would be “grandfathered” as a nonconforming use.  
Unlike the proposed project, a commercial use of the site under this alternative would require 
rezoning by the City of Vallejo, but would not otherwise generate significant land use impacts.  
Other land use impacts of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, and 
less than significant. 

Noise 
The level of usage of this alternative would be somewhat higher than the proposed project; 
however, impacts on operational noise would, like the proposed project, be less than significant.  
As with the proposed project, construction noise impacts could be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 

Recreation 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would enhance recreational opportunities at the site, 
and could increase usage at the Glen Cove Waterfront Park above the current levels of informal 
use; but would not have a significant effect on other nearby parks and recreational facilities. 

Transportation/Traffic 
The level of usage of this alternative would be somewhat higher than the proposed project; 
however, impacts of both this alternative and the project on transportation would be less than 
significant. 
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Other Impacts 
Impacts of this alternative on agricultural resources, mineral resources, and public services 
would be similar to those of the proposed project, and less than significant.  Impacts on 
population and housing would be similar or slightly less than the proposed project, and less than 
significant.  Impacts of this alternative on geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and 
utilities and service systems would be similar to those of the project.  As with the proposed 
project, these impacts could be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Fulfillment of Project Objectives 
The Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative would partially fulfill the objectives of the 
applicant: it would implement a waterfront park, but would provide less recognition and 
protection of the indigenous settlement and burial site than the proposed project, and part of the 
park site would be utilized for non-park purposes, e.g., commercial or residential activities. 

F. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED 
As part of a complete discussion of alternatives to the project, CEQA requires that the EIR 
describe why certain alternatives were not selected for analysis.  The following possible 
alternative was considered for evaluation and not chosen for the reasons given: 

• Off-Site Alternative:  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) includes alternative locations 
in the range of potentially feasible alternatives that shall be considered in an EIR, and 
Section 15126.6(f)(2) addresses the requirements for consideration of alternate 
locations.  In the case of the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park, an alternative 
location would avoid demolition of the Stremmel main house and loss of its historic 
values.  However, Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) states that an alternative that fails to 
meet most of the basic project objectives may be eliminated from detailed consideration.  
An off-site alternative would not meet any of the objectives of the proposed project: 
recognition and protection of the important indigenous settlement and burial site at the 
Glen Cove site, implementing a public waterfront open space park at the Glen Cove site, 
and closing out the more recent chapter of European settlement and use of the site.  
Furthermore, there is no alternative waterfront open space available in the project 
vicinity that could serve the local community in a manner similar to the proposed project.  
Finally, an off-site alternative would be similar in its effect on historic resources to the 
No-Project Alternative, the Preservation Alternative, and the Preservation and Adaptive 
Reuse Alternative, all of which also would avoid demolition of the main house, which is 
the only significant unavoidable impact of the proposed project.  Because it would not 
meet the basic objectives of the proposed project, and would be similar to the No-
Project, Preservation, and Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternatives in its effect on 
historic resources, the alternative of an off-site location in Vallejo was considered and 
rejected. 

 
G. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative other 
than the No Project Alternative.25  All of the alternatives to the project discussed above reduce 
some potential environmental impacts of the proposal. 
 

                                                      
25 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e). 
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The impacts of Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative, in areas other than historic resources, 
would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like the proposed project, would be 
either less than significant or could be reduced to a less than significant level by implementation 
of mitigation measures.  This alternative would preserve and rehabilitate the Stremmel main 
house, and, unlike the proposed project, would avoid significant impacts on historic resources 
caused by demolition of the main house.  However, rehabilitating the main house under this 
alternative would interfere with return of the site to a more natural condition and, unlike the 
proposed project, would not provide recognition and protection of the important existing 
indigenous settlement and burial site. 
 
The impacts of Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative in areas other than 
historic resources would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like the proposed 
project, would be either less than significant or could be reduced to a less than significant level 
by implementation of mitigation measures.  This alternative would adaptively reuse the 
Stremmel main house in a manner in a manner that would maintain its historic value, and, unlike 
the proposed project, would avoid significant impacts on historic resources caused by 
demolition of the Stremmel main house.  However, rehabilitating and reusing the main house 
under this alternative would interfere with return of the site to a more natural condition.  Unlike 
the proposed project, this alternative would not provide recognition and protection of the 
important existing indigenous settlement and burial site, and also would utilize part of the park 
site for non-park purposes. 
 
Alternative 2: Preservation Alternative would avoid the significant adverse impact of demolition 
of the Stremmel main house and would be the environmentally superior alternative in terms of 
avoiding significant impacts on historic resources; however, preservation of the main house 
would preclude attainment of the project objective of recognizing and protecting the settlement 
and burial site.  As noted above, because the Stremmel main house was constructed over the 
pre-existing indigenous settlement and burial site, it is not possible to design a project 
alternative that would both retain the main house and adequately recognize and protect the 
indigenous settlement and burial site. 
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VII.  OTHER CEQA TOPICS 
 
A.  GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed 
action.26  A growth-inducing impact is defined by the Guidelines as “the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Included in this are 
projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a 
wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).”27  
Increases in the population may further tax existing community service facilities, so 
consideration must be given to this impact.  The CEQA Guidelines also call for EIRs to discuss 
the characteristics of some projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, whether individually or cumulatively.  It must not be 
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to 
the environment. 
 
The environmental effects of induced growth are secondary, or indirect, impacts of the proposed 
action.  Secondary effects of growth include increased demand on community services and 
infrastructure, increased traffic and noise, and conversion of agricultural and open space to 
development use.  Inducement of disorderly growth that is inconsistent with local land use plans 
generally causes significant environmental impacts. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the City of Vallejo General Plan and the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) Bay Plan, and would not involve any 
new residences or businesses.  The project would involve minor additions to infrastructure, 
including a small parking lot (15 spaces) and extensions of the San Francisco Bay and Ridge 
Trails, which would facilitate continued use of the site for low-intensity recreation.  The project 
vicinity is already developed, and served by sewer and water mains and a roadway network that 
would not be changed by the proposed project.  Because the site is currently used for low-
intensity recreation on an informal basis and is surrounded by urban development and 
Carquinez Strait, it would not create a land use that would stimulate adjacent development. 
 
A park project would be considered growth accommodating if development in the region were 
being restricted by the lack of available park facilities, and by providing additional park facilities 
the project would encourage development in the area.  The infrastructure improvements at the 
site would be minor, and would not remove any substantial barriers to growth.  The surrounding 
area is already developed, and there is no evidence that available park facilities are limiting 
development in the areas that would be served by the Glen Cove Waterfront Park. 
 
In conclusion, the project would not stimulate substantial growth into the area or have 
substantial growth-inducing effects. 
 
B.  SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when the 
project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable,” meaning that the project’s 

                                                      
26 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d). 
 
27 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(d). 
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incremental effects are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, 
and probable future projects.28  The Guidelines require that discussions of cumulative impacts 
reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence.29  The Guidelines note that 
the cumulative impacts discussion does not need to provide as much detail as is provided in the 
analysis of project–only impacts and should be guided by the standards of practicality and 
reasonableness. 
 
The Initial Study (which evaluated all environmental categories except historic cultural 
resources) identified no significant cumulative effects of the project, including effects on air 
quality and transportation.  In IV.A Historic Cultural Resources, the cumulative effects of the 
project, together with other reasonably foreseeable development, on historic cultural resources 
has been considered, and no significant cumulative impacts were identified. 
 
C.  SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe any unavoidable significant impacts that 
would occur if the project is implemented.30  Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are 
those that cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance, even with implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures.  If GVRD decides to approve the project, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations must be adopted by the GVRD Board of Directors for any identified 
significant and unavoidable impacts, as required by the State CEQA Guidelines.31  In deciding 
to approve a project that would result in one or more significant unavoidable impacts, a lead 
agency must determine in writing that specific economic, social, technical, or other 
considerations outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the EIR, 
and that such effects may therefore be considered “acceptable.”  This Statement of Overriding 
Considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in the record of the project.  This 
section summarizes the unavoidable significant impacts identified in this EIR that will require the 
GVRD Board of Directors to make a Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to certifying 
this EIR and approving the proposed project. 
 
Potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the construction and operation of the 
proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park were evaluated in the Initial Study and this EIR, and, 
where possible, mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impacts to a less-
than-significant level.  After mitigation, the following unavoidable significant impact would result 
from implementation of the proposed project: 
 

• The Stremmel main house on the project site is considered an historical resource for 
CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building would be a significant 
adverse impact. 

 

                                                      
28 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(a). 
 
29 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(b). 
 
30 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(b). 
 
31 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b). 
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D.  SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe significant irreversible environmental changes 
that would occur if a proposed project is approved and implemented.32  The Guidelines further 
state that: 

“Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project 
may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or 
nonuse thereafter unlikely.  Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such 
as highway improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) 
generally commit future generations to similar uses.  Also irreversible damage can also 
result from environmental accidents associated with the project.  Irretrievable 
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption 
is justified.” 33

The proposed project would demolish the existing Stremmel main house, which would result in 
a permanent loss of the structure and its historic values. 

In addition to demolition of the main house, implementation of the project would result in 
modification of the site’s topography and habitats.  The most noticeable change would be 
permanent modification of landscape and topography due to the regrading the western portion 
of the site, which would change the site’s land surface contours, drainage contours, and 
elevation.  While the appearance of the park would be permanently altered, these changes 
would restore the site to a more natural landform and drainage pattern. 
 
The project includes the goals of controlling and eradicating highly invasive plant species, 
reestablishing native grasslands that historically dominated the area, and enhancing native plant 
and wildlife habitat.  While these changes would irreversibly alter the vegetation and habitats on 
the site, they would be considered an improvement in terms of natural habitat values. 
 
The project would protect, but not permanently alter, the existing cultural resources on the site. 
 
The proposed project would not preclude the removal of an important natural resource, as none 
have been identified on or under the site, and no removal of important natural resources would 
be blocked by the project.  The proposed project would use non–renewable fuel resources 
during construction and such resources also would be used for the duration of the project to 
generate electricity for the project, and in transporting visitors to and from the project site.  The 
project would be a community park consistent with the City of Vallejo General Plan, and would 
be located adjacent to and near a substantial population of residents.  As such, it would 
minimize, and therefore be sensitive, to the future use of non–renewable resources that would 
be required for transportation. 
 
Over the life of project, irreversible environmental changes would occur from air emissions, and 
use of energy and other resources in project operation and construction. 
 

                                                      
32 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(c). 
 
33 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c). 
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E.  EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
As emphasized in the CEQA Guidelines, this Draft EIR focuses on expected significant or 
potentially significant environmental effects.34  An Initial Study was prepared for this project and 
is included as Appendix B.  The purpose of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed project 
was to identify issues to be evaluated in this EIR.  An evaluation of resource–specific issues that 
were eliminated from detailed analysis in this EIR is provided in the Initial Study.  With the 
exception of impacts on historic cultural resources (which that cannot be reduced to a less–
than–significant level and are analyzed in this EIR), all impacts of the project are less than 
significant and require no mitigation, or can be reduced to a less–than–significant level with the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.  These effects have not been discussed 
further in this EIR. 
 
As discussed in III. A. Background, above, the project description in this EIR (see III. Project 
Description) reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in the Master Plan.  The trail 
north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved with base rock and/or 
decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house near the shoreline, which is an 
existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be extended to connect to an existing 
paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, which would serve as the alignment of 
the San Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide and paved with asphalt.  In the project 
description in the Initial Study, the widths and paving materials of these two trails are reversed.  
The configuration of trails described in this EIR would not result in any significant impacts or 
require any additional mitigation measures for the reasons discussed below. 
 
The two altered trails would be located along the same alignments as the two trails evaluated in 
the Initial Study.  No new trails would be involved under the project description in this EIR; the 
only change would be in widths and paving materials.  As such, the impacts of the altered trails 
on Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems 
would be essentially the same as the impacts of the trail configurations evaluated in the Initial 
Study.  The altered trails would involve a wider trail south of the main house near the shoreline, 
and could potentially affect Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, including nesting 
birds, wetlands, and subsurface archaeological and paleontological resources.  However, as 
would be the case with the trail configuration evaluated in the Initial Study, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, IV-4, IV-5, V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-4 would reduce these 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  No additional significant impacts would result from the 
altered trails identified in III. Project Description of this EIR. 
 

                                                      
34 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15143. 
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Environmental Checklist Form 

1. Project Title: 

Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

Greater Vallejo Recreation District 
395 Amador Street  
Vallejo, CA 94590 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

Shane McAffee 
General Manager 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) 
(707) 648-4603 
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County, California.  Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 079-110-090, 079-090-090, 079-102-
050, and 079-102-010. 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 
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Contact:
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PF (Public Facility) 
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Introduction

The Glen Cove Waterfront Park is proposed on a fifteen-acre site located in southern Vallejo, on 
the north side of the Carquinez Strait (see Figure 1).  The Greater Vallejo Recreation District 
(GVRD) purchased the site in 1983 using park facilities fees.  It was deeded to the City of 
Vallejo and included in the master lease between the City and GVRD, with the intent to improve 
it as a community park.  In 1988, shortly after GVRD acquired the site, a Master Plan Report 
was prepared for the park.  This report envisioned a significant level of use and improvement of 
the site, including renovation of the existing Stremmel main house for use as a center for small 
public and private events, approximately 145 parking spaces, and formally improved plaza and 
landscape spaces.  Since that time GVRD has determined that a much lower intensity of 
development and access is desired, focusing on preserving and enhancing the quiet waterfront 
open space character and natural beauty of the site.  These goals are reflected in the Draft Glen 
Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan (Master Plan) prepared in March 20061, which is the subject 
of this Initial Study. 

Project Site

The fifteen-acre site of the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park consists of Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers (APNs) 079-110-090, 079-090-090, 079-102-050, and 079-102-010.  Although the site 
has been developed in the past for a variety of uses, it currently has a primarily undeveloped, 
natural character, with a protected waterfront cove, views to the wooded southern shore, and 
mature eucalyptus and other primarily non-native trees (see Figure 2).  The site is bordered by 
Carquinez Strait on the south, and residential neighborhoods on the surrounding hills to the 
west, north, and east.  The park site is significant to the greater Vallejo region due to its unique 
setting, natural amenities, and long history.  The site was an important settlement of indigenous 
people for thousands of years, and is currently the site of the Stremmel ”mansion”, or main 
house, a two-story 1920s-era structure located in the central portion of the site.  The site is a 
crucial link in two regional trail systems (the San Francisco Bay Trail and Bay Area Ridge Trail) 
that are planned to connect public open space and park lands on both sides of the Carquinez 
Strait, and around all of San Francisco Bay.  The site is important to the local Glen Cove 
community because it is directly adjacent to two residential developments, and serves as their 
primary viewshed.  Several neighborhoods overlook the site, and many more are within walking 
distance. 

Vegetation on the Glen Cove Waterfront Park property is dominated by ruderal (weedy) non-
native grasslands, with planted ornamental trees and shrubs around the main house and 
caretaker’s house, and stands of non-native trees in scattered locations.  Most of the trees and 
shrubs on the property are highly invasive non-native species.  Native vegetation is currently 
limited to a thicket of willow that grows along a drainage in the southwestern portion of the 
property, a few clumps of native willow that grow along a central drainage just west of the main 
house, scattered sapling coast live oak, and stands of brackish water marsh along the shoreline 
of Carquinez Strait. 

                                               
1 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft March 2006. 
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Stands of blue gum occur at the eastern edge of the property and as a mature row above the 
southwestern shoreline, with an understory of non-native grassland and ruderal species.  
Several of the mature eucalyptus along the western promontory were deliberately poisoned by 
unknown person(s) in 2005.  Foliage on most of these trees has completely died, and although 
eucalyptus can sometimes resprout, at this time the trees appear to be dead and may require 
removal. 

Brackish water marsh occurs in several stands along the shoreline.  These areas are dominated 
by native bulrush, pickleweed, and salt grass.  Most of the shoreline is devoid of vegetation, 
forming a long sandy beach below the main house, exposed bedrock along the bluffs, and 
mudflats at low tide over most of the cove.  The stands of native marshland vegetation provide 
important foraging opportunities to wildlife. 

The two drainages on the property support native willow, forming a dense thicket along the 
western drainage and a few clumps along the central drainage.  The drainages receive surface 
runoff from the upstream storm drain system, including irrigation runoff.  These narrow channels 
were most likely ephemeral before residential development occurred in the watershed, but now 
most likely have flows through the summer months as a result of irrigation runoff.  Invasive 
trees, shrubs, and groundcovers have greatly reduced the habitat value of the central drainage, 
but the presence of surface water provides an opportunity to eventually expand the native 
riparian vegetation and increase existing plant and wildlife habitat values. 

In general, the site supports a diversity of plant and animal species, and its location along the 
shoreline of Carquinez Strait provides important habitat for both aquatic and terrestrial species; 
however, past disturbance precludes the occurrence of special-status plant species and limits 
the likelihood of occurrence of any special-status animal species.2

As mentioned previously, the site was an important settlement of indigenous people for 
thousands of years.  It is officially designated as territory of the Patwin tribe, is unique in sharing 
presence of both Bay Area and Central Valley tribes, and is well documented as an 
archaeological site that still contains human remains and is considered sacred by many people.  
A portion of the waterfront in the center of the cove is documented as a “highly-sensitive, 
protected archeological zone” due to evidence of Native American use.  The immediate grounds 
surrounding the main house (discussed below) in the eastern portion of the site are documented 
as significant archeological resources due to the presence of “midden” or shell mound material 
indicating a long-term Native American occupation. 

The site has been settled by Europeans since at least 1857, originally as a farm or ranch.  A 
“pleasure resort” with dance hall and beer garden was located on the site in the late 1800s, 
followed by a dairy and horse farm that existed until development of the surrounding area in the 
1980s.  A large Victorian home that formerly occupied the site of the main house, along with 
many other structures associated with use of the site for agriculture and the “pleasure resort”, 
have since been demolished.  The existing two-story Stremmel main house on the site was 
constructed in the 1920s on an older foundation and is currently in deteriorated condition.  (As 
discussed in Item V.a, below, the main house may qualify as an historic building.)  There is a 
caretaker’s residence located adjacent to the main house to the east, consisting of a single 

                                               
2 Jim Martin, Environmental Collaborative, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Development 
Biological Constraints Assessment, 9 June 2005, Appendix D of: LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Draft March 2006. 
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story, concrete block structure.  The caretaker’s dwelling is not historically significant, and would 
require substantial repairs to remain in service long term. 

Vehicular access to Glen Cove Waterfront Park site is from Whitesides Drive, a cul-de-sac that 
connects to Highway 780 via South Regatta Drive and Glen Cove Parkway.  On the site, a 
paved access road connects the cul-de-sac at Whitesides Drive to the main house, caretaker’s 
house, and a sewer pump station located in the eastern portion of the site.  A base rock-
surfaced road to provide maintenance access exists along the sewer line on the west side of the 
site.  The sewer line and sewer pump station, maintained by the Vallejo Sanitation and Flood 
Control District (VSFCD), would not be altered by the proposed project.  A well-established dirt 
path follows the shoreline on the west side, and a less established path connects to an existing 
paved service road east of the eastern boundary of the site, on property owned by PG&E.  This 
service road, in turn, connects to a trail extending from the Benicia State Recreation Area 
(BSRA). 

San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail

The San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail are two regional trail systems that 
have long planned a potentially shared trail alignment through the site, ideally as close to the 
water as possible.  The Bay Trail guidelines call for a paved path, 12 feet wide, to be shared by 
pedestrians and bikes, but lesser levels of improvement may be acceptable.  Ridge Trail 
standards are more flexible.  While a multi-use trail is also sought, it is typically a more rustic, 
unpaved trail accommodating hikers, mountain bikes, and where feasible, equestrians.  The 
nearest existing segments of the Bay and Ridge Trails are unpaved, base rock surfaced trails in 
BSRA to the east, a paved section of trail that extends around the Glen Cove Marina (the 
Marina is actually located in Elliott Cove, to the west of Glen Cove Waterfront Park), and 
unpaved trails along the bluff in open space areas to the west of the Marina.  Long-term Bay 
Trail and Ridge Trail plans call for a waterfront trail extending west to connect with the existing 
trail at the Glen Cove Marina. 

Goals of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan

The Master Plan for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park is intended to achieve a compatible balance 
between two parallel goals: 

 Recognize and protect an important indigenous settlement and burial site.  The site was 
an important settlement of indigenous people for thousands of years.  It is unique in 
sharing presence of both Bay Area and Central Valley tribes.  Officially designated as 
territory and remains of the Patwin tribe, the site is considered a sacred burial site by 
people of many tribes, and is well documented as an important archaeological site. 

 Implement a public waterfront open space park.  The site is dedicated public park land, 
shown on maps and open to public use for fishing, trails, water access, and informal 
picnics and play for many years.  It was purchased with park facilities fees by the 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) with the intention that it would be developed 
as a public park.  Based on GVRD staff direction and changes in community opinion 
since the 1988 Park Master Plan was prepared, it is now intended for low-intensity 
recreational use (e.g., no formal sports facilities or major recreational improvements). 

These two goals for the site share the common concepts of restoration of the site to a more 
natural condition, and therefore the primary objective of the Master Plan is to return the site to a 
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more natural condition.  The Master Plan calls for re-contouring the western portion of the site to 
more natural topography, and protection of the cultural resources from disturbance during 
demolition of the main house and thereafter by placement of a layer of soil over the area.  This 
earthwork supports a parallel effort to remove the invasive exotic species that have taken over 
the main house/cultural resource area, and affected virtually all areas of the site.  Placement of 
natural stone shoreline protection along two segments of the shoreline is another project 
element that would be completed during initial operations. 

A secondary objective of the Master Plan is to close out the more recent chapter of European 
settlement and use of the site.  Due to its poor condition, the lack of interest in its economic use, 
and conflict with the other site purposes, the Master Plan envisions demolition of the Stremmel 
main house.  The Master Plan proposes retention and repair of the caretaker’s residence, and 
supports preservation of cultural resources and low-intensity park functions; however, to 
account for the possibility that the caretaker’s residence may be demolished, this Initial Study 
evaluates both preservation and demolition of the caretaker’s residence. 

The individual elements of the Master Plan are described below, and shown in Figure 3. 

Cultural Resource Area

The area around the Stremmel main house, and the area adjacent to a small perennial stream, 
is well documented as an archaeological site that still contains human remains and is sacred to 
many people (see Area A on Figure 3).  Other areas of the site have not been shown to contain 
resources or remains, or have been so extensively re-graded as to preclude this. 

To protect the human remains and artifacts from disturbance, the Master Plan calls for definition 
of a protection area around the archaeological site, including a 50-foot buffer.  No construction 
or other activity involving significant disturbance of the soil would occur in this protection area 
and buffer as part of the Park improvements, or as part of work by others (e.g., the Vallejo 
Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD), which has a sewer pump station on the east side 
of the site), without consultation with a qualified archaeologist to ensure that the cultural 
resources are protected. 

The existing invasive exotic plants (primarily elms and tree-of-heaven) would be removed by 
cutting off at ground level and painting the stems with approved herbicide.  No digging or ground 
disturbance would be allowed. 

A protective layer of approximately 12 inches of soil would be placed over the resource area.  
This soil layer would protect the cultural resources from disturbance during the demolition of the 
main house, and during subsequent use of the site by the public, and would allow installation of 
sign bases and planting of seedlings for restoration of native habitat without disturbing the 
native soil.  No sign or fence post holes would be allowed to penetrate into the native ground 
under the soil cap. 

The cultural resource area boundary would be marked with signs at all points of entry.  To 
encourage recognition and respect for its status, signs would inform the public of the fact that 
the area was a significant site of Native American dwelling and trading, that remains of those 
people are buried on the site, and that it is considered sacred by many people. 
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Native vegetation would be restored to the site, as described in Vegetation Management and 
Habitat Restoration, page 13.  To accommodate low intensity uses such as small public 
gatherings, benches and tables would be provided as described in Public Use Facilities and 
Fixtures, page 10. 

Stremmel Main House

Although no formal determination has been made at this time, the Stremmel main house 
(identified as B on Figure 3) may qualify as an historic structure (see Item V.a, below.)  The 
Master Plan process included an extensive process to solicit use proposals that would allow the 
main house to be retained; however, no responsible use proposals were received.  Because the 
GVRD does not have resources to improve and maintain the main structure, and there has been 
general community support for, and no protest against, demolition of the main house during the 
public review process, the Master Plan calls for its demolition. 

Before demolition, the features of the house and setting would be documented through 
photographs, notes, and measurements for historical records.  Available historic photos, maps, 
accounts and other records would be collected into a file to be provided to GVRD, the City of 
Vallejo, the Vallejo Historical Society and other interested parties, and for reference in preparing 
interpretive signs and materials. 

The structure would be assessed for the presence of any lead or asbestos materials, and if 
necessary, the lead and/or asbestos would be removed by a qualified contractor. 

The main house is located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection area.  To 
avoid disturbance of the archaeological resources by the conventional demolition techniques 
and large equipment that are proposed in the Master Plan, the main house would be 
demolished according to specifications and controls designed to avoid disturbance of cultural 
resources, including placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground around the structures 
before demolition.  The uppermost portions of the building’s wall footings may require removal.  
Any paving that exists at the bottom of the structure’s basement would be broken, but not 
removed, to allow drainage.  The basement would be filled with soil in compacted layers to 
prevent a hazard to park users.  After demolition, native plants would be planted over the area 
to restore it to a more natural condition, as described in Vegetation Management and Habitat 
Restoration, below. 

Caretaker’s Residence

The caretaker’s residence (located adjacent to the main house to the east) would be retained, to 
allow for a caretaker at the park to provide security, maintenance, and possibly assist in 
restoration and interpretation activities.  Repairs and improvements to the caretaker’s residence 
would include: 

 Connection of the residence to the nearby sewer main at the time of connection of the 
proposed restroom (described in Public Use Facilities and Fixtures, below).  As specified 
in the Master Plan, this work would be performed under the supervision of a consulting 
archaeologist and Native American representative. 

 Testing of walls from the exterior to determine if reinforcement is needed, and addition of 
reinforcement if necessary. 

 Injection of grout in cracked concrete block house and garden walls. 
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 Inspection and potential upgrade of the wall to roof framing connection (which would 
require removal and replacement of the interior wall finish). 

 Interior and exterior repainting. 
 Maintenance of the existing garden walls and provision of an additional fence or wall to 

enclose the caretaker’s compound following demolition of the main house. 
 The caretaker’s residence area may include construction of a small shed for storage for 

tools or materials used by volunteers or docents. 

As discussed in Goals of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, page 6, the Master Plan 
proposes preservation and repair of the caretaker’s residence; however, the possibility exists 
that the caretaker’s residence may be demolished.  Like the main house (discussed above), the 
caretaker’s residence is located on, and conflicts with, the cultural resources protection area.  
Demolition of the caretaker’s residence, if undertaken, would be conducted in accordance with 
procedures described in Stremmel Main House, above, to avoid disturbance of the 
archaeological resources in the cultural resources protection area. 

Roads and Trails

The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site (identified as C.1.b on Figure 
3) would be maintained to provide internal park circulation, a Bay/Ridge Trail route, access to 
the caretaker’s residence and sewer pump station, and park service and emergency access.  
An existing paved service road on PG&E property east of the Park site connects to Benicia 
State Recreation Area.  If permission from PG&E can be obtained for public access on its 
service road, the Master Plan calls for construction of a paved Bay/Ridge Trail along the 
northeast side of the site (identified as C.1.a on Figure 3), connecting to the existing PG&E 
service road and Benicia State Recreation Area (BSRA) to the east. 

The existing stairs leading to the beach from the entrance access (identified as C.1.c in Figure 
3) would be repaired by replacing rusted railing and mortaring new stone in place, to provide 
beach and water access (no excavation would be allowed).  An informal path to the cove 
overlook on the east side (with a five-foot wide base rock and/or decomposed granite surface), 
and an ADA-compliant (five percent maximum grade, or up to 8.33 percent with level resting 
intervals as required by State Accessibility Code) informal path to the beach at the east end of 
the site would be constructed (identified as C.1.c in Figure 3). 

Access to the west side of the site would be provided by realignment and reconstruction of the 
existing base rock service road on the west side of the site (following site re-grading) to provide 
a 12-foot wide Bay/Ridge Trail segment and service road paved with conventional asphalt 
(identified as C.2.a on Figure 3).  The existing informal waterfront trail (identified as C.2.b on 
Figure 3) would be improved by constructing an informal path (five-foot wide base rock and/or 
decomposed granite surface) on the existing route, except that the path above the outfall of the 
small creek would be rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetation.  Beach/water access to 
the west side of the site would be provided by an ADA-compliant informal path to the beach 
(identified as C.2.c on Figure 3). 

Public Use Facilities and Fixtures

Basic facilities would be provided to support the intended low-intensity use of the park site. 
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A single, unisex stall restroom in a pre-fabricated concrete block structure on a concrete 
foundation, with a built-in storage room for cleaning materials and supplies, would be provided 
adjacent to the proposed parking area described in Parking, below (identified as D.3 in Figure 
3).  The exterior walls and metal roofing would be finished in neutral, earth-tone colors to blend 
into surroundings and minimize glare.  Exterior security lighting would be shielded at the source 
(screened to prevent light in undesired directions) and mounted on the undersides of the eaves 
to minimize glare and off-site visibility.  The restroom would be plumbed to the existing water 
main located in Whitesides Drive and the existing Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District 
(VSFCD) sewer main at the project site.  The existing sewer main and sewer pump station on 
the project site, maintained by the VSFCD, would not be altered by the proposed project.   

Six individual picnic tables on concrete pads with integral color, each with a trash receptacle, 
would be provided (see Figure 3): three near the point along the west central waterfront, one 
near the beach access trail at the west end of the site, and two at the overlook at the eastern 
waterfront area.  For lower maintenance and fire safety, no barbeques would be provided.  A 
drinking fountain and/or running water would be provided near the restroom. 

Durable concrete or steel benches for resting and viewing would be provided on the west side of 
the site overlooking the cove, on the east side overlooking the cove, at intervals along the trails, 
and in the cultural resource area (see Figure 3). 

Parking

An asphaltic concrete (AC) paved parking area with 14 standard parking spaces and one 
handicap, van-accessible parking place with unloading zone would be constructed east of the 
Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac (identified as D.4 in Figure 3).  The proposed parking area is 
located on a hillside with eight to ten percent slopes.  The northern end of the proposed parking 
area would be excavated approximately four to five feet into the hillside to minimize cross 
slopes and to aid in screening it from the condominiums to the north, and the southern portion 
would be filled, to create a relatively level area.  Mounding shrubs would be planted along the 
northern end and portions of the eastern edge, to further screen the parking area from adjacent 
residences while maintaining views to the cove and Carquinez Straights.  There would be a 
double-width vehicle gate at the entrance to the new parking area, closed at night to prevent 
nighttime parking, and a single width gate at the eastern end of the parking area to exclude 
public vehicles while allowing access for maintenance vehicles.  No lighting would be installed 
for the parking area because it would be closed during the night; however, a nearby street light 
on the cul-de-sac would provide some lighting.  GVRD would apply to the City of Vallejo for 
permission to restrict parking at the end of the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac, for aesthetic and 
security purposes. 

The Master Plan includes a vegetated swale south and downstream of the proposed parking 
area3, which would collect stormwater runoff from the parking area before it percolates to the 
permeable native soils underneath. 

Signage, Fencing, and Gates

Signage at the site would include: 

                                               
3 LandPeople, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft March 2006, Figure 5: Parking Area & 
Frontage Plan, page 26. 
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 A main entrance sign of routed stained/painted wood. 
 Rules and regulations posted near the parking lot and main entrance. 
 (Possibly) A mapboard sign or kiosk to orient visitors. 
 Handicapped parking space signs per State standards. 
 Regulation signs regarding protection of wildlife and control of dogs, at the entrance and 

east and west waterfront areas. 
 Bay Trail and Ridge Trail route marker signs, at intervals along the trail. 
 (Possibly) Signs identifying spur trails on the western portion of the site. 
 Signs at all trail entrances to the cultural resource area. 
 Signs identifying the cultural resource area boundaries, at all trail entrances. 
 Interpretive signs and exhibits explaining the history and significance of the cultural 

resource area.  Signs in the cultural resource area would have shallow spread footings 
(e.g., an X-shaped based in concrete) to avoid disturbing the soil below the cap. 

 Signs warning about or restricting fishing and water access for health or safety reasons 
(if required). 

 Interpretive signs and exhibits located at intervals along the shoreline, comprising a 
nature trail that would circle the site. 

Fencing exists for the townhome developments on Shoal Drive West on the northwest side of 
the park.  This fencing is constructed of tubular steel designed to allow views to the park, and is 
the responsibility of the homeowners to maintain.  A fence of wire on wood framing exists along 
the northeast boundary of the park at South Regatta Drive.  This fencing helps to deter after-
hours entry into the park, and to prevent access down the adjacent steep slope, which could be 
unsafe, and potentially lead to erosion.  This fencing is the responsibility of the Glen Cove 
Maintenance Assessment District to maintain.  Currently, there is no fencing between the park 
site and the townhomes along Shoal Drive East, north of the main house/Cultural Resource 
Area.  Additional fencing would be required for the park in this area.  Fencing would also 
potentially be required at the caretaker’s residence, which would be the responsibility of the 
caretaker to maintain. 

The existing heavy duty, approximately 12-foot-wide, white vehicle gate located on the driveway 
to the main house would be repainted with a less obtrusive color (e.g., green).  Reflectors may 
be added to enhance visibility at night.  Other gates at the park would include a new double-
width gate at the entrance to the new parking area, and a new single-width gate at east side 
eastern end of the parking area to exclude public vehicles while allowing access for 
maintenance vehicles (mentioned in Parking, above). 

Site Grading and Shoreline Protection

The western side of the park site was originally a 40-foot-high hill that was completely removed 
during construction of the nearby residential development, including excavation below tide level 
for landslide repair, and then partial replacement.  The entire area has been extensively graded, 
including both cuts and fills.  During grading operations in 1986 an “historic burial site” was 
uncovered in the eastern portion of the western site (see Figure 3).  This burial site was covered 
with two feet of fill at the time, and later covered with up to eight feet of additional fill. 

The current form of the western portion of the site is an unnatural-looking bench that blocks 
views of the water and does not drain properly.  The existing topography blocks views of the 
water and of the blufftop along the eucalyptus trees, which is an aesthetic issue and a security 
issue because activity in this area cannot be seen from Whitesides Court or from nearby homes.  
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The steep embankment north (landward) of the eucalyptus trees also prevents mowing of the 
invasive fennel and artichoke thistle in this area, which further impacts visibility for aesthetics 
and security. 

The shoreline along the western side of the site and at the Cultural Resource Area is eroding 
into the cove due to wave action, both natural and from the wake caused by large ships passing 
through the strait.  On the western bluff one large eucalyptus tree has already fallen down the 
bluff, and over the long term all the trees and the current trail alignment may be lost.  At the 
Cultural Resource Area, artifacts, and potentially remains, may eventually be washed into the 
water. 

The Master Plan calls for grading of the western portion of the site to a more natural condition 
for the following reasons: to restore the site to a more natural landform and drainage pattern, to 
protect the cultural resources with a layer of soil, to aid in the removal of invasive non-native 
plants and restoration of native plants, and to prevent shoreline erosion.  The artificial fill, which 
currently creates an embankment near the waterfront, would be excavated and regraded to a 
more natural condition and drainage pattern, as shown in Figure 4.  No grading over 12 inches 
in depth would occur above the area of the identified burial ground in the eastern portion of the 
western site.  Excess soil would be placed in the eastern portion of the project site to cap the 
cultural resource area, fill the basement of the main house, create a pad for the proposed 
parking area, and fill low points as indicated in Figure 4.  The depth of fill would be 
approximately 12 inches, with the exception of two areas in the eastern portion of the site that 
would be up to 15 inches deep, as shown in Figure 4.  The soil layer would taper off to 0 inches 
as it approaches the creek bank, the root zone of trees and shrubs to be retained, and roads 
and structures to be retained. 

Installation of shoreline erosion protection would consist of placement of large rock “riprap” 
against the western and central shoreline to prevent further erosion, as shown in Figure 4.  The 
shoreline protection would be located to avoid the delineated wetlands on the site (discussed in 
Item IV.c, below).  The riprap would, if possible, consist of stone materials that visually match 
the native stone on site.  During installation, the riprap would be placed carefully by a skilled 
operator using a backhoe equipped with a "thumb", rather than dumping; and digging into or 
driving equipment across the embankment would be avoided, to protect the cultural resources 
along the shoreline. 

Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration

The Master Plan includes a Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), 
with the goals of controlling and eradicating highly invasive plant species, protecting selected 
specimen trees and manageable stands of non-native trees (e.g. palms, pines, bays, 
pittosporum, and selected stands of blue gum) for their aesthetic and historic values, 
reestablishing native grasslands which historically dominated the area, and enhancing native 
plant and wildlife habitat.  The VMHRP is summarized below. 
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Control of the highly invasive species would be addressed by an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) program that is a component of the VMHRP.  The IPM would involve short-term intense 
mechanical and chemical eradication efforts, followed by on-going monitoring and maintenance 
practices that select for native species and less invasive, naturalized species.  The IPM would 
be flexible in its implementation to address possible re-sprouting or re-establishment of the 
highly invasive species through successive annual treatment by mechanical removal and 
possibly herbicide application for a period of two to four years.  Habitat enhancement would be 
achieved through the control and eradication of the highly invasive plant cover and through 
establishment of native grassland, riparian, and woodland species.  The initial efforts to control 
the invasive exotics and restore native cover would require a combination of mechanical 
removal of the invasive plants, immediate herbicide treatment of cut trunks/shoots and 
remaining groundcover root systems, and earthwork to re-establish more natural topography.  
The earthwork associated with re-contouring the western portion of the site to create more 
natural contours would also provide a source of fill material to cap the cultural resource area 
and either bury most of the stands of highly invasive species or allow for their removal during 
initial grading. 

Keeping the invasive species from becoming re-established on the site would be an ongoing 
management component of the VMHRP that would involve coordinated efforts by volunteers, 
routine mowing and spot treatment by District staff, and possibly occasional use of contractors 
or specialized non-profit organizations such as the California Conservation Corps. 

Removal of invasive non-native species would require both mechanical and chemical means.  
Native vegetative cover would be planted over areas disturbed by earthwork and invasive 
species removal.  Individual components of the process would include: 

 Removal of an estimated 1.4 acres of invasive trees, shrubs, and groundcovers around 
the central drainage and vicinity of the main house and caretaker’s residence; 

 Enhancement and creation of approximately 0.6 acre of native riparian habitat along the 
central drainage (from which invasive species would be removed as described above); 

 Removal of an estimated 0.5 acre of fennel and artichoke thistle dominated ruderal 
cover in the western portion of the site; 

 Establishment of approximately 7.3 acres of native grasslands on recontoured slopes 
and areas treated to remove invasive species; and 

 Establishment of approximately 0.33 acre of native tree and shrub enhancement 
plantings near the entrance and northwestern edge of the site. 

Phasing of the implementation of the VMHRP is important to successful eradication of invasive 
species and re-establishment of native cover on the site.  The first phase would involve a 
concerted effort to remove invasive species, focusing on the tree and groundcover species 
around the central drainage and vicinity of the main house and caretaker’ s residence, and 
stands of fennel and artichoke thistle in the western portion of the site.  Removal of non-native 
invasive plants within the Cultural Resource Area would use methods that do not disturb the 
underlying archaeological resources, involving cutting, mowing, and herbicide treatment but 
prohibiting digging, stump grinding or disking.  This would be followed by scraping of the soil 
surface to collect the invasive seed bank from the western portion of the site, deposition of the 
seed bank scrapings in the central portion of the site, recontouring and capping of the cultural 
resource area and seed bank scrapings, and regrading/recontouring the western portion of the 
site.  The next phase would involve heavy seeding of graded slopes with a native seed mix in 
advance of the fall rains.  Enhancement riparian and upland plantings with native trees and 
shrubs could either be accomplished at the same time native grassland seeding is installed, or 
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in subsequent years.  On-going management would involve routine mowing of the grasslands to 
prevent re-establishment of fennel, artichoke thistle, and yellow-star thistle, pulling of invasive 
tree, shrubs, and groundcover plants and vines, and possibly successive treatments using a 
broadleaf-specific herbicide that would not affect the seeded native grasslands.  Any herbicide 
application would be carefully controlled to protect desired native willow to be preserved, avoid 
native grassland and enhancement plantings, and protect the aquatic habitat of the drainages 
and Carquinez Strait. 

The VMHRP would be implemented according to the following basic procedures: 

1. Hiring of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 
major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting efforts.  
Chemical treatment of the invasive species would be carefully controlled according to 
the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano County Agricultural 
Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent exposure to park users, 
avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective and appropriate products 
available at the time field work is performed. 

2. Hiring public groups such as California Conservation Corps (CCC) or Native American 
groups to assist with removal and planting under direction of the selected contractor. 

3. Use of volunteers, directed and coordinated by experienced restoration specialists, to 
participate in the initial invasive species removal and provide the bulk of ongoing 
removal, planting, and management efforts. 

4. Coordination with City of Vallejo’s Glen Cove Maintenance Assessment District, 
including restoration and management of the open space area on the hillside to the west 
of the park site as part of the habitat restoration project.  This hillside is problematic as is 
supports a dense stand of sweet fennel.  Unless this area is simultaneously cleared and 
controlled, it would provide a permanent source of invasive fennel that would continue to 
re-colonize the park site.  Routine mowing of accessible slopes would eventually control 
fennel reestablishment, but this species could continue to spread along the steeper 
shoreline of the park site requiring intensive hand removal. 

Invasive species eradication and control would be implemented according to the following 
procedures: 

1. Initial treatment, disposal, and follow-up of dominant invasive plant species would 
conform to management procedures identified in the VMHRP.  These include a major 
mechanical removal and chemical treatment of target invasive species at least one year 
before subsequent grading.  All seed, pulled seedlings, stolons, and root material of 
target invasive species would be bagged and disposed in a landfill.  Performing an initial 
removal a year in advance of grading would allow for invasive treatment through cutting, 
pulling, and herbicide application at least twice before fill is placed over the vicinity of the 
central drainage and Cultural Resource Area where the major infestations of invasive 
trees and groundcover vines occur.  The initial removal and herbicide treatment would 
be accomplished in spring (before May) when the cambium is active and to prevent 
additional seed production of target species.  Tree trunks would be treated immediately 
with herbicide, within one minute of cutting.  Foliar spray would be applied in the spring 
following removal and disposal of groundcover species.  Any foliar spray application 
within five feet of surface waters would be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide.  
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Subsequent treatment would include cutting and herbicide retreatment of tree 
trunks/shoots, pulling seedlings, saplings, stolons, and accessible root material, and spot 
treatment with foliar spray to eradicate ground cover. 

2. Trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest Control 
Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano County, would 
be employed to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices would 
be used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application include wind 
and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, specific product and 
concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native cover to be preserved or 
established on the site. 

3. The public would be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 
temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, identifying 
the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact person and 
phone number to answer any questions.  Signs would be posted at the entrance to the 
park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or as necessary to 
visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area. 

4. On-going maintenance and monitoring to prevent re-establishment and spread of 
dominant invasive species would be provided.  This would involve routine mowing of the 
western field area to prevent re-establishment of fennel/ yellow-star thistle and artichoke 
thistle, pulling of seedlings of all target species before stands become re-established, 
and possible spot treatment with selected foliar spray herbicide followed by 
supplemental seeding to establish the desired grassland seed mix. 

Site grading and re-contouring would be implemented according to the following procedures: 

1. Grading would be initiated in the dry summer period after successful eradication of 
target invasive species through the central portion of the site where fill material would be 
deposited.  It is critical that infestations of tree-of-heaven, elm, periwinkle, ivy, and 
Himalayan blackberry have been successfully treated, to limit the likelihood that these 
species resprout and spread at the margins and shallower areas of the fill, where there 
is less fill thickness to inhibit regrowth.  A final treatment of herbicide by foliar spray may 
be warranted to help prevent rerooting of invasive groundcover species. 

2. Invasive seed source from the western portion of the site would be scraped, collected, 
and deposited in the center of the area to be capped with fill in the central portion of the 
site.  The scraping would target the top one or two inches of the soil surface where 
fennel, artichoke thistle, and yellow-star thistle are particularly abundant. 

3. Trees to be retained would be surrounded with orange construction fencing, and 
construction equipment operators would be instructed to prevent damage to tree root 
systems and trunks. 

4. Re-contouring and placement of the fill cap would conform to the final grading plans.  
A minimum of 12 inches of fill would be placed over the collected invasive seed source 
or locations with mapped infestations of tree, shrub, or groundcover species. 
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5. Disturbance to central drainage would be avoided during re-contouring and placement 
of the fill cap.  (As discussed in Item IV.c, below, this feature is regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Game, and 
modifications to the bed or bank would require appropriate authorizations from these 
agencies.)  Because of the absence of fill on the bed or bank of the central drainage, 
mechanical and chemical control of invasive species would be particularly important 
along this drainage as the likelihood of reemergence is greater than in capped areas.  
Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface waters would be restricted to an 
aquatic-approved herbicide. 

New plantings and landscape features would be implemented according to the following 
procedures: 

1. A hydroseeded mixture of native grasses and wildflowers would be applied on all 
graded and cleared areas throughout the park site. 

2. Installation of native shrubs and trees by hand in a phased program to reestablish a 
more natural gradation of habitats, using plant species native to the site and indigenous 
to the riparian and upland habitats in the region.  Short-term irrigation during the summer 
months would be provided through installation of a temporary drip-irrigation system.  The 
large agave and other non-invasive plants such as the palms, and California bay laurel, 
immediately south of the caretaker’s residence would be retained for aesthetic resources 
and as a remnant of the historic setting. 

3. The Cultural Resource Area would be protected by the following restrictions: 
a. No digging for container plantings would be allowed other than planting of 
small shoots and seedlings in the 12-inch soils cap, and installation of spreading 
rush in the bottom of the central drainage. 
b. The major treatment on this portion of the site would consist of seeding with 
native grasses and establishment of native riparian tree and shrub species along 
the central drainage. 
c. The existing deteriorated driveways to the immediate north, south, and west of 
the main house would be broken up with a backhoe-mounted breaker to allow 
drainage, but soil below the pavement surface would not be disturbed.  These 
driveway areas would be covered with at least 12 inches of soil and heavily 
seeded with the native grass seed mix as part of the site capping process. 
d. Existing native and non-native ornamental trees that are not invasive would be 
retained if they are in good health and not interfering with habitat restoration (e.g. 
palms, pines, bays, pittosporum, and selected stands of blue gum). 

4. Park Entry/Parking Area/Upland Plantings would consist of decorative native or 
Mediterranean shrub, ground cover, and low-growing tree plantings using drought-
tolerant species in the area between the cul-de-sac and existing rock mounds, to 
complement the adjacent townhouse development landscape.  Small groupings of native 
shrubs and trees along the Bay/Ridge Trail in the northwestern portion of the site would 
provide visual interest, shade, and a more natural appearance.  These plantings would 
be carefully designed and located in coordination with adjacent homeowners to minimize 
blockage of views.  Drip irrigation to frontage and northwestern area plantings would be 
provided, at least during the establishment period for the first two to three years.  
Existing rock mounds would be augmented to create a vehicle barrier and naturalistic 
boundary for the park, including relocation of rocks for construction of parking area and 
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restroom.  To protect the ground squirrels that currently live among rocks, existing rocks 
would not be disturbed except as necessary to construct the parking lot.  Non-native 
agave and other plants in this area would be removed. 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 

The project site is located in the southern portion of the City of Vallejo, on the north side of 
Carquinez Strait.  Road access to the site is from the north via Whitesides Drive.  Adjacent to the 
site to the west is dedicated open space land of the City of Vallejo, overlooked by a gated ridgetop 
housing development.  Immediately to the north of the park site are two multi-family residential 
parcels, east and west of Whitesides Drive.  East of the project site is a narrow waterfront parcel 
owned by PG&E, above which are single-family homes on South Regatta Drive.  Farther east, 
beyond the PG&E parcel and the residences, is Benicia State Recreation Area, commonly referred 
to as Benicia State Park.  The State Park includes land on the eastern shore of Glen Cove (east of 
the narrow PG&E parcel mentioned above), and stretches around Dillon Point into Southhampton 
Bay, where it connects to waterfront residential areas in the City of Benicia.  To the south is 
Carquinez Strait.  On the opposite (southern) shore of the Strait, to the southeast, are park and 
open space lands of the East Bay Regional Park District, and to the southwest, the City of 
Crockett.  Further west, bridging the Strait, is the Carquinez Bridge including the recently-dedicated 
Al Zampa Memorial Bridge. 

10. Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required: 

The proposed project would require approval from the following public agencies: 
 City of Vallejo: Planned Development Permit (which includes Tree Removal Permit) 
 City of Vallejo: Grading Permit 
 City of Vallejo: Demolition Permit 
 City of Vallejo: Building Permit 
 City of Vallejo: Permission to restrict parking at end of Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac. 
 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC): Permit for fill 

and other project work within a 100-foot band beyond the mean high tide line 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Section 404 permit for placement of shoreline protection, 

which constitutes bay/wetland fill, including consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and Water Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act where wetlands and other waters may be affected by grading and development 

 (Possibly) California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG): Streambed Alteration 
Permit for removal of invasive species and planting native species in or near the creeks 

 (If the City of Vallejo Glen Cove Maintenance Assessment District lands to the west of 
the site are included in the Habitat Restoration Plan) Glen Cove Maintenance 
Assessment District: agreement or arrangement with the responsible City staff 

 Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD): Agreement for connection to, and 
public use of, the paved service road to the east of the park site that is proposed for use 
as part of the Bay/Ridge Trail Route 

 County of Solano, Department of Environmental Management: Permit for closure of 
underground storage tank (UST) 

In addition, the following approval would be required from a private entity: 
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 Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E): Agreement for connection to, and public use 
of, the paved service road to the east of the park site that is proposed for use as part of 
the Bay/Ridge Trail Route 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Agricultural Resources X Air Quality 

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils 

X Hazards & Haz. Materials X Hydrology/Water Quality  Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources  Noise  Population/Housing 

 Public Services  Recreation  Transportation/Traffic 

X Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 

project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 

effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as 
described on the attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it 
must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 

in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have 
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required. 

   

Signature  Date  
    
    
    

Printed name  For  

X
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

I.  AESTHETICS — Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Explanation: From its western, northern, and eastern boundaries, the project site generally 
slopes downward to the shoreline of Carquinez Strait on the south.  To the west, north, and 
east, the site is surrounded by residential development on the slopes which overlook the site.  
With its predominantly natural appearance, mature trees, and shoreline, provides some private 
scenic views from, and serves as the primary viewshed for, the adjacent residential 
developments.  The site also provides public scenic views from nearby streets and sidewalks 
including Whitesides Drive and South Regatta Drive.  These scenic views encompass the 
project site, Carquinez Strait, and the hills on the south side of the Strait. 

Construction of the proposed project (especially the regrading of the western portion of the site, 
placement of the protective soil layer over the cultural resource area, demolition of the main 
house, possible demolition of the caretaker’s residence, and construction of the parking area) 
would create large bare areas on the site that would have a short-term visual impact on these 
scenic views, which would last until the replanted vegetation has matured.  The project would 
ultimately enhance existing views, including views of the waters of Carquinez Strait, by 
providing more natural contours on the western portion of the site, demolishing the main house, 
and revegetating the site with species including wildflowers and native shrubs.  Due to its short-
term nature, the impact of construction on public and private scenic views would be less than 
significant.

After the growth of new vegetation, the appearance of the site would be altered.  Many of these 
changes, including the regrading, revegetation, and demolition of the main house and possible 
demolition of the caretaker’s residence, would be generally considered to be an improvement to 
the existing visual character of the site, and in any case would not be a significant adverse 
effect.  Other project components, including repairs to the caretaker’s residence, placement of 
riprap for shoreline protection, repair of the existing stairs to the beach at the main house, 
construction of informal paths to the cove overlook and beach on the east side, realignment and 
reconstruction of existing service road on the west side of the site, improvement of existing 
informal path on the west side of the site, construction of the informal path to the beach/water 
on the west side, installation of picnic tables and benches, and installation of a drinking fountain 
and/or running water near the restroom, would add new or altered visual elements to the site.  
However, all of these project components would be relatively small and unobtrusive, and would 
not substantially alter the existing scenic views or constitute a significant adverse effect. 

The new restroom and parking area would have the greatest potential to alter existing scenic 
views.  The restroom, located near the proposed parking area, would be a small, single-stall 
structure.  The exterior walls and metal roofing would be painted in neutral, earth-tone colors to 
blend into surroundings and minimize glare.  Exterior security lighting would be shielded at the 
source and mounted on the undersides of the eaves to minimize glare and off-site visibility.  For 
these reasons, the restroom would not have a significant visual impact.  The new parking area 
would be small (15 spaces).  The northern end of the proposed parking area would be 

X

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 

            

Initial Study: Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Project 

23

excavated approximately four to five feet into the hillside to minimize cross slopes and to aid in 
screening it from the condominiums to the north.  Mounding shrubs and small trees would be 
planted along the northern end and portions of the eastern edge to further screen the parking 
area from adjacent residences while maintaining views to the cove and Carquinez Straights.  No 
lighting would be installed for the parking area.  Planting at the parking area would include 
native trees and shrubs for screening on the north and east sides, designed and located in 
coordination with adjacent homeowners to screen the parking area while minimizing blockage of 
views.  Low native shrubs and ground covers would be planted around the parking area.  For 
these reasons, the parking area would not substantially alter the scenic views, or have a 
significant visual impact. 

At the park entry/cul-de-sac frontage, decorative native or mediterranean shrub and ground 
cover plantings using drought-tolerant species would be planted in the area between the cul-de-
sac and the existing rock mounds to complement adjacent townhouse development landscape.  
Small groupings of native shrubs and trees would be planted along the Bay/Ridge Trail in the 
northwestern portion of the site to provide visual interest, shade, and a more natural 
appearance.  These plantings would be designed and located in coordination with adjacent 
homeowners to minimize blocking views.  

Views from more distant locations to the west, north, and east are screened by the intervening 
hills.  Scenic views from nearby portions of Carquinez Strait would not be significantly altered, 
for the reasons discussed above.  Views from more distant portions of Carquinez Strait, and 
from the shoreline and hills on the southern side of the Strait, would not be substantially affected 
due to the distance from the site. 

In summary, the proposed project, after maturation of vegetation on the site, would not have a 
substantial effect on the visual character of the site vicinity, and the effect on public and private 
scenic vistas would be less-than-significant.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Explanation:  The project site contains some scenic rock outcroppings along the shoreline, but 
these would not be affected by the project.  The site is not located within a designated scenic 
highway corridor.  As discussed in Item I.a, above, the project would not have a significant 
adverse effect on the site’s noteworthy scenic resources, which include its trees and 
topographic features.  The site contains the Stremmel main house, which is surrounded on most 
sides by mature trees, limiting its visibility.  This building, which is proposed to be demolished, 
may be considered an historic resource, as discussed in Item V.a, below.  However, it is a man-
made element in a predominantly natural context, in deteriorated condition, and is not 
considered a significant visual resource.  The caretaker’s residence is also not considered a 
significant visual resource, and if demolished, would not substantially affect the site’s scenic 
quality.  For these reasons, the project’s impact on scenic resources would be less than 
significant.

X
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Explanation: See Items I.a and I.b, above. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

Explanation:  The project features would not involve new nighttime illumination, with the 
exception of the restroom.  The new parking area would be closed at night and would not be 
lighted.  The lighting of the existing caretaker’s residence would not be changed by the 
proposed project.  The new restroom would have exterior security lighting that would be 
shielded-source and mounted on the undersides of the eaves to minimize glare and off-site 
visibility.  While this lighting would be visible at night from some surrounding vantage points, 
including private residences and public roads, the volume and intensity of this lighting would be 
low, would not be substantially out of character with the existing lighting or the residential nature 
of the project vicinity, and would not create a source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect views in the area.  Impacts of the project on light and glare would be less than 
significant.

II.  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  — In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to the California Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland.  Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

Explanation:  No agricultural uses are located on the fifteen-acre site, which is surrounded by 
roads and residential development.  The site contains a significant archaeological site, two 
residences, a paved access road, and a sewage pump station.  While the site was used as a 
dairy until the surrounding area was developed in the 1980s, the site’s current viability for 
agriculture is limited by its small size, surrounding development, and the existing archaeological 
site, residences, and sewage facilities.  There are no agricultural lands on the site as identified 

X
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in the Vallejo General Plan.4  No prime farmland exists on the site, and the proposed project 
would have no impact on farmland. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? 

Explanation: The site is zoned Public Facility and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.  
There would be no impact on zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act contracts. 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 

Explanation:  See Items II.a and II.b, above.

III.  AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

Explanation:  The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is currently non–attainment for ozone 
(State and federal ambient standards) and PM10 (State ambient standard).  While air quality 
plans exist for ozone, none exists (or is currently required) for PM10.  The Revised San 
Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1–Hour National Ozone Standard is the 
current ozone air quality plan required under the federal Clean Air Act.5  The State–mandated 
regional air quality plan is the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan.6  These plans contain mobile 
source controls, stationary source controls, and transportation control measures to be 
implemented in the region to attain the State and federal ozone standards within the Bay Area 
Air Basin. 

A project would be judged to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality 
plan if it would be inconsistent with the growth assumptions, in terms of population, 
employment, or regional growth in Vehicle Miles Traveled.  The project would not conflict with 

                                               
4 City of Vallejo, Vallejo General Plan, July 1999, H. Agricultural Production, page III-23. 

5 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for 
the 1–Hour National Ozone Standard, October 24, 2001. 

6 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan and Triennial Assessment,
December 20, 2000. 
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any of the growth assumptions made in the preparation of these plans nor obstruct 
implementation of any of the proposed control measures contained in these plans. 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

Explanation:  Project operation could affect local air quality by increasing the number of vehicles 
on nearby roads and at the project site, and by introducing stationary emissions to the project 
site.  Transportation sources are the primary source of operational project-related emissions.7

Stationary source emissions, generated by combustion of natural gas for space and water 
heating, would be less-than-significant.  The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) has established thresholds for projects requiring its review for potential air quality 
impacts.  These thresholds are based on the minimum size projects which the District considers 
capable of producing air quality problems due to vehicular emissions.  One of the applicable 
thresholds is 2,000 new vehicle trips per day.  The proposed project, including the 15-space 
parking area, could generate a small number of additional trips above the current number of 
visitors, but these additional trips, if any, would be well below the BAAQMD standard.  
Therefore, the impact on operational air quality would be considered less than significant.

Construction of the project would involve demolition, earthmoving, and grading operations, 
and/or wind blowing over exposed earth.  Exhaust emissions and fugitive particulate matter 
emissions would temporarily affect local air quality.  Fine particulate matter (PM10) is the 
pollutant of greatest concern with respect to construction.8  PM10 emissions can result from a 
variety of construction activities, including excavation, grading, demolition, vehicle travel on 
paved and unpaved surfaces, and vehicle and equipment exhaust.  Although it is more of a 
nuisance than a hazard for most people, this dust could affect persons with respiratory 
diseases, as well as sensitive electronic or communications equipment.  Consistent with Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines, construction-period air 
emissions are considered less than significant if effective control measures are implemented 
such as those listed in Mitigation Measure III-1, which would require all debris to be covered and 
to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of 
particulates and other pollutants. 

The impact of fugitive dust and vehicle emissions due to construction of the proposed project is 
a potentially significant impact that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by 
implementation of the following mitigation measure. 

                                               
7 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality 
Impacts of Projects and Plans, April 1996, Revised December 1999. 

8 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality 
Impacts of Projects and Plans, December 1999. 

X

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 

            

Initial Study: Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Project 

27

Mitigation Measure III-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall reduce the severity of 
project construction–period dust impacts by requiring implementation of the following 
dust control measures by contractors during construction: 

a) Watering shall be used twice daily to control dust generation at active 
construction areas, including excavation, grading, and site preparation activities. 

b) Cover all trucks and earthmoving equipment hauling debris, soils, sand and other 
loose materials, or require all trucks and earthmoving equipment to maintain at 
least two feet of freeboard. 

c) Use dust–proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever feasible. 

d) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non–toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

e) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, including affected 
public roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

f) Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

g) Require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such 
means as prohibiting idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks 
are waiting in queues, and implementing specific maintenance programs to 
reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the 
construction period. 

h) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

i) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to all stockpiles 
of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the wind. 

j) Limit traffic on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

k) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways. 

l) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Explanation:  See Item III.b, above. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

X

X
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Explanation:  See Item III.b, above, for a discussion of construction- and operation-related 
emissions, and Item VII.b, below for a discussion of herbicide use. 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

Explanation:  Continued occupation of the caretaker’s residence and low-intensity recreational 
use of the site are not anticipated to create objectionable odors. The impact on odors would be 
less than significant.

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  —  Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Explanation:

The following discussion is based on a review of background information, site visit, and report 
by an independent biological resources consultant.9

EXISTING VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

The site is located along the north shoreline of Carquinez Strait at Glen Cove, with residential 
development bordering the site to the west, north, and east. 

Vegetation on the site is dominated by disturbed non-native grassland, with planted ornamental 
trees and shrubs around the main house and caretaker’s house.  Blue gum (Eucalyptus 
globulus) forms two stands along the eastern edge of the site, and occurs as a row of trees 
along the bluff top of the shoreline in the western portion of the site.  Small stands of emergent 
brackish water vegetation occur in several locations along the shoreline.  A thicket of native 
willow (Salix sp.) grows along the mouth of a small drainage in the southwestern portion of the 
site.  Scattered willows also grow along the stream just west of the main house. 

Areas of grassland cover are dominated by non-native species common in the Vallejo area.  
These include non-native grasses and broad-leaf weedy species such as slender wild oat 
(Avena barbata), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), lotus (Lotus 
scoparius), common vetch (Vicia sativa), and English plantain (Plantago lanceolata).  Invasive 

                                               
9 Jim Martin, Environmental Collaborative, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Development, 
Appendix C: Biological Constraints Assessment, 9 June 2005.
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species such as yellow-star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis) and sweet fennel (Foeniculum 
vulgare) also occur in grassland and ruderal areas of the site. 

Non-native trees, shrubs, and groundcovers have been planted as landscaping around the main 
house, caretaker’s residence, grounds, and entrance onto the property.  Dominant species 
include the highly aggressive tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), green wattle (Acacia 
decurrens), periwinkle (Vinca major), cape ivy, and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor).  
Stands of blue gum occur at the eastern edge of the developed portion of the site, with an 
understory of non-native grassland and ruderal species. 

Brackish water marsh occurs in several stands along the shoreline.  These areas are dominated 
by bullrush (Scirpus spp.), pickleweed (Salicornia spp.), and salt grass (Distichlis spicata).  Most 
of the shoreline is devoid of vegetation, forming a long beach below the main house, exposed 
bedrock along the bluffs, and mudflats at low tide over most of the cove. 

The two drainages on the site support thickets of native willow.  The drainages receive surface 
runoff from the upstream storm drain system, including irrigation runoff.  These narrow channels 
were most likely ephemeral before residential development occurred in the watershed, but now 
most likely have flows through the summer months as a result of irrigation runoff. 

The site supports a wide diversity of wildlife, given the interface of upland and aquatic habitat, 
and the available freshwater.  The grasslands provide habitat for a number of relatively common 
grassland-depended wildlife species, such as California vole, pocket gopher, black-tailed 
jackrabbit, gopher snake, meadowlark, sparrows, finches, and other passerine birds.  Several 
species of raptors utilize the grasslands for foraging, but no evidence of any nesting activity was 
observed in the trees on the site.  The shoreline and open water of Carquinez Strait provides 
foraging opportunities for numbers species of birds, and aquatic habitat for fish, mollusks, and 
invertebrates.  Shorebirds and wading birds most likely use the stands of marsh, shallow 
mudflats, and exposed shoreline for foraging, but no evidence of any nesting activity was 
observed during the field reconnaissance. 

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Special-status species receive varying degrees of legal protection under both the federal and 
California Endangered Species Acts10, and the California Environmental Quality Act.  The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) share responsibility for protection and 
management of natural resources.  Special-status species with legal protection often represent 
a major constraint to development, particularly when these species are wide ranging or highly 
sensitive to human disturbance.  If a listed species may be affected by proposed development, 
the lead agency must initiate a consultation with the USFWS, NMFS, and/or CDFG, as required 
by state or federal law.  Without adequate mitigation, habitat modification could result in a 

                                               
10 The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 declares that all federal departments and 
agencies shall utilize their authority to conserve endangered and threatened plant and animal species.  
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) of 1984 parallels the policies of FESA and pertains to 
native California species.
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"take"11 of a listed species. 

Information on the occurrence of special-status species known or suspected to occur in the site 
vicinity was collected from several sources.  These sources included: the CNDDB records, the 
California Wildlife Habitat Relationships species notes, the California Native Plant Society's 
(CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (2001), and miscellaneous 
information available through the USFWS, NMFS, and the CDFG, and technical publications. 

Based on recorded geographic range and preferred habitat, a number of special-status plant 
species have been reported from or are suspected to occur along the Carquinez Strait and 
Vallejo vicinity. 

No special-status plant species have been reported from the site by the CNDDB.  The closest 
reported occurrence of any special-status plant species according to the CNDDB is an 
occurrence of Delta tule pea (Laythrus jepsonii var. jepsonii) along the southern shoreline of 
Carquinez Strait, west of the Carquinez Bridge.  The site does not contain suitable brackish 
water and coastal salt marsh habitat necessary to support this species and other salt-marsh 
dependent special-status plant species reported approximately one mile to the east from the 
marshland at Southampton Bay. 

There are no special status species or habitats on the project site identified in the Vallejo 
General Plan, although the Plan contains the following policy regarding Carquinez Strait12:

Fish and Wildlife Resources Policy 5: Recognize areas valuable for marine life production, 
particularly the Napa Marshes and Carquinez Strait, and work with the California 
Department of Fish and Game and Bay Conservation and Development Commission in 
insuring the protection of these areas from incompatible uses. 

Table 1 provides information on the status and typical habitat characteristics of those special-
status plant species considered to have the greatest likelihood for occurrence in the site vicinity. 

A number of these plant species have been reported from grassland habitat in Solano County, 
such as recurved larkspur (Delphinium recurvatum), fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea), and 

                                               
11 "Take" as defined by the FESA means "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture 
or collect" a threatened or endangered species.  "Harm" is further defined to include the killing or harming 
of wildlife due to significant obstruction of essential behavior patterns (i.e., breeding, feeding, or 
sheltering) through significant habitat modification or degradation.  The CDFG also considers the loss of 
listed species habitat as "take," although this policy lacks statutory authority and case law support under 
the CESA.  Two sections of FESA contain provisions which allow or permit "incidental take."  Section 
10(a) provides a method by which a State or private action which may result in "take" may be permitted.  
The applicant must provide the USFWS with an acceptable conservation plan and publish notification for 
a permit in the Federal Register.  Section 7 pertains to a federal agency which proposes to conduct an 
action which may result in "take," requiring consultation with USFWS and possible issuance of a jeopardy 
decision.  Under the CESA, "take" can be permitted under Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code.  
The applicant must enter into a management agreement with the CDFG, which defines the permitted 
activities and provides adequate mitigation. 

12 City of Vallejo, Vallejo General Plan, July 1999, page XI-4. 
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Congdon’s tarplant (Hemizonia parrayi ssp. congdonii).  However, due to the extent of past 
disturbance, and absence of any populations which would have been distinguishable during the 
survey in March 2005 and previous surveys of the area as part of previous environmental 
review of the Glen Cove residential developments, no special-status plant species are believed 
to occur along the proposed trail alignment.  Representatives of the CDFG did not express any 
concerns over the potential for occurrence of special-status plant species on the site during their 
review of the earlier park master planning efforts.13

No special-status animal species have been reported from the site vicinity by the CNDDB.  The 
closest reported occurrence of any special-status animal species according to the CNDDB is an 
occurrence of monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) from two eucalyptus groves approximately 
1.5 miles to the northwest.  Suitable overwintering habitat for monarchs is absent in the 
scattered eucalyptus on the site due to the small size of the stands and open condition along 
the windy shoreline of Carquinez Strait.  Several occurrences of coastal salt marsh dependent 
species, such as California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), California clapper rail 
(Rallus longirostris obsoletus), and Suisun song sparrow (Melospiza melodia maxillaris), have 
been reported from Southampton Bay about one mile to the east of the site.  As noted above, 
well-developed coastal salt marsh habitat is absent from the site and species associated with 
this habitat type are not suspected to occur on the site.  California black rail and other bird 
species may occasionally pass along the shoreline of the site, but foraging habitat is limited and 
suitable nesting habitat is absent. 

                                               
13 Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager, Central Coast Region, California Department of Fish and Game, 
letter to Ms. Rosemary Alex, Greater Vallejo Recreation District, Glen Cove Waterfront Park, SCH 
#2001092044, Solano County, October 3, 2001. 
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Table 2 provides information on the status and typical habitat characteristics of those special-
status animal species considered to have the greatest likelihood for occurrence in the site 
vicinity.  Most of these species are associated with open water and tidal marshland habitat or 
utilize open grasslands as foraging habitat.  Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), longfin 
smelt (Spirinichus thaleichthys), Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), and 
winter-run chinook salmon (Oncorhychus tshawytscha) all occur in the open water habitat of 
Carquinez Strait and Suisun Bay to the east.  Salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys 
raviventris), Suisun shrew (Sorex ornatus sinuosus), California black rail, California clapper rail, 
and Suisun song sparrow have all been sighted in the marshland habitat of Southampton Bay to 
the east.  Again, suitable habitat for these species is absent along the shoreline of the site due 
to the limited strand of brackish water marsh. 

Other species of concern are generally associated with grassland and woodland habitats, and 
most of these have been reported from the extensive undeveloped open space in the Sky Valley 
area several miles to the northeast.  These include: callippe silverspot butterfly (Speyeria 
callippe callippe), Cooper's hawk (Accipter cooperi), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), northern harrier (Circus 
cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), loggerhead 
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum californiense), 
and California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii). 

The callippe silverspot butterfly is restricted to only three known localities in the San Francisco 
Bay Area: Joaquin Miller Park (Alameda County), San Bruno Mountain (San Mateo County), 
and grasslands of Solano County.  The distribution of callippe silverspot butterfly in Solano 
County is not well known, but potential habitat is under increasing threat due to development.  
This species is federally listed as endangered, but the listing only refers to the Alameda and 
San Mateo County populations, not the Solano County population.  Adults require extensive, 
rolling grassland habitat, utilizing hilltops for mating and dispersal, and laying their eggs on 
golden violet (Viola pedunculata), which serves as the primary larval food source.  Suitable 
larval host plants for this butterfly were absent in the field survey conducted in March of 2005, 
this butterfly has never been detected in the surrounding area of Vallejo, and this species is not 
believed to occur on the site. 
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Suitable habitat for the amphibian, reptile, fish, and bat species of concern is also absent from 
the site.  This includes suitable breeding habitat for California red-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, and western pond turtle.  All of these require pools and ponds with retreat areas, 
which is absent from the limited areas of freshwater habitat on the site.  A number of special-
status bat species are known from Solano County, but inspection of the outside of main house 
and the caretaker’s residence do not indicate any openings that would allow for access by bats.  
However, further assessment of the interior of the structures, especially the attic areas, may be 
appropriate to ensure absence of bats before any modifications or removal takes place. 

As noted previously, the remaining grasslands in the project vicinity may provide occasional 
foraging opportunities for the numerous species of special-status birds known to utilize upland 
habitat.  However, no evidence of any nesting was observed during the field survey and most of 
these species are not expected from the site vicinity due to the extent of past disturbance and 
ongoing human activity. 

CONCLUSION

The site supports a diversity of plant and animal species, and its location along the shoreline of 
Carquinez Strait provides important habitat for both aquatic and terrestrial species.  The 
proposed project would include habitat restoration, which would enhance the site’s value as 
wildlife habitat, and would include an interpretive program to educate visitors of the sensitivity of 
marshland and aquatic habitat, importance of minimizing disturbance to wildlife, and need to 
control dogs (as described in 8. Description of Project, Signage, Fencing, and Gates, above).  
Habitat restoration and enhancement would include control and elimination of invasive exotics, 
which outcompete native plant species, and re-establishment of native species along the 
drainage west of the main house and other locations on the site.  Past disturbance precludes 
the occurrence of special-status plant species and limits the likelihood of occurrence of any 
special-status animal species, as well as the potential for impact on special-status species of 
herbicide use during habitat restoration and ongoing maintenance (impacts of herbicide use are 
discussed further in Item VII.b).  However, the project has the potential to affect nesting birds 
and roosting bats, if present on the site.  These would be considered potentially significant
impacts, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the 
following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure IV-1: To avoid impacts to nesting birds, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement one of the following: 

A. Tree removal shall occur in the fall (October through December), or: 

B. Prior to removal of any tree, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey to determine if the tree contains any occupied nest(s).  The survey shall occur 
within 14 days prior to the initiation of tree removal during the early part of the breeding 
season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these 
activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through September).  An 
active nest would be indicated by one or more of the following: 

1. Incubation behavior of adults (e.g., regular periods of “disappearance” into the 
same location followed by short, secretive flights to forage). 
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2. Extreme distress and alarm calls when in close vicinity of the nest tree. 

3. Observation of food being carried on the beak or talons to the nest. 

Trees that contain active nest(s) shall be removed only during the fall (October through 
December).  An adequate buffer shall be established around the nest tree as determined 
by the qualified biologist, but providing no less than a 100-foot no disturbance zone 
around the nest tree.  Trees that have been surveyed and do not contain any active 
nests may be removed at any time, as long as they are not contained any required no-
disturbance zone of an active nest, in which case they shall remain until the nest tree is 
removed. 

Mitigation Measure IV-2: To avoid impacts to roosting bats, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement the following: 

Building demolition (main house, and caretaker/s residence if demolished) shall occur 
between February 15 to April 15 or from August 15 to October 15 to minimize the 
likelihood of removal during the winter roosting period when individuals are less active 
and more difficult to detect, and the critical pupping period (April 16 to August 14) when 
young can not disperse. 

A pre-construction survey for roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 14 days prior to building demolition.  To determine presence or absence of bats, 
the survey shall be conducted by a biologist with experience surveying for bats, focusing 
on the attic area of structures to be demolished.  If no special-status bats are identified 
during the pre-construction survey(s), then no impacts to these bats would be expected 
to occur from demolition. 

If, however, any special-status bats are identified in any of the structure(s) proposed for 
removal, reproductive status shall be determined, and appropriate measures developed 
to allow for passive relocation through building exclusions and other methods.  
Additional recommendations may be made by the qualified bat specialist following the 
pre-demolition survey, such as opening the roof of the structures, monitoring of 
demolition, and other measures to avoid take of individual bats. 

Restrictions on timing of demolition and conduct of the pre-construction survey(s) would 
prevent direct take of individuals or destruction of any maternity roost locations in active 
use.  No immediate replacement of roosting habitat is currently recommended.  If a 
maternity roost or occupied roost is detected during the pre-construction survey(s), 
CDFG shall be notified and consulted to determine if protection measures are adequate 
and if replacement for loss of occupied habitat is required. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

X
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Explanation: As discussed in Item IV.a, above, two drainages on the site support thickets of 
native willow and the shoreline of the Strait contains a narrow band of coastal salt 
marsh/brackish marsh and important aquatic habitat, all of which can be characterized as 
sensitive habitat.  The drainages where willows now occur were most likely ephemeral before 
residential development occurred in the watershed, but now most likely have flows through the 
summer months as a result of irrigation runoff, which in turn support the willows. The small 
stand of coastal salt marsh/brackish marsh would be avoided by proposed improvements, 
including the placement of riprap as shoreline protection. The proposed project would not 
substantially affect the areas of willow scrub along the drainages, although the drainage just 
west of the main house would be substantially altered through restoration and enhancement.  
Non-native trees and shrubs would be removed along this drainage, and native trees, shrubs, 
and groundcovers established, greatly enhancing the existing values of this riparian area.  
Restrictions on herbicide use are included in the project’s Vegetation Management and Habitat 
Restoration Plan to avoid adverse impacts on sensitive resources like drainages, other aquatic 
habitat, and native vegetation (impacts of herbicide use are discussed further in Item VII.b).  
Given the general avoidance of existing sensitive natural communities on the site, and riparian 
enhancement proposed as part of the project, impacts on riparian and other sensitive natural 
communities would be less than significant.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

Explanation:  Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlands are generally considered to be 
areas that are periodically or permanently inundated by surface or ground water, and support 
vegetation adapted to life in saturated soil.  Wetlands are recognized as important features on a 
regional and national level due to their high inherent value to fish and wildlife, use as storage 
areas for storm and flood waters, and water recharge, filtration, and purification functions.  
Technical standards for delineating wetlands have been developed by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) and the USFWS, which generally define wetlands through consideration of 
three criteria: hydrology, soils, and vegetation. 

The CDFG, Corps, and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have jurisdiction over 
modifications to shorelines, open water, stream channels, river banks, and other water bodies.  
Jurisdiction of the Corps is established through the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, which prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into "waters" of the United States 
without a permit, including wetlands and unvegetated "other waters".  All three of the identified 
technical criteria must be met for an area to be identified as a wetland under Corps jurisdiction, 
unless the area has been modified by humans.  The Corps is also responsible for administration 
of Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act, which serves to regulate access over navigable 
waters.  Jurisdictional authority of the CDFG over wetland areas is established under Section 
1601-1606 of the Fish and Game Code, which pertains to activities that would disrupt the 
natural flow or alter the channel, bed, or bank of any lake, river, or stream.  The Fish and Game 

X
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Code stipulates that it is "unlawful to substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake" without notifying the 
Department, incorporating necessary mitigation, and obtaining a Streambed Alteration 
agreement.  Water Quality Certification is required by the RWQCB pursuant to Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act where wetlands and other waters may be affected by grading and 
development. 

A wetland delineation was conducted for the site14 and verified by the Corps.  A total of 7.6 
acres of jurisdictional waters occur on the site or in Carquinez Strait adjacent to the site.  The 
open waters along Carquinez Strait are regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act, occupying an estimated 6.93 acres.  A 
small area of marsh (0.02 acre) at the mouth of the drainage west of the main house is 
regulated under Section 404 but not Section 10.  An estimated 0.51 acres of brackish tidal 
marsh occur in scattered locations along the shoreline.  The willow thicket in the southwestern 
portion of the site occupies an estimated 0.11 acres.  The drainage west of the main house 
consists of 0.03 acres of largely unvegetated waters.  Any modifications to these features would 
require authorization from the Corps and possibly other agencies, depending on the activity and 
whether there would be a loss of existing waters. 

Proposed improvements would be located outside the limits of jurisdictional waters and 
drainages, with the possible exception of the modifications to the drainage west of the main 
house which may be required as part of habitat restoration and enhancement.  Given the extent 
of proposed improvements and the fact that more than one acre of land would be graded, Water 
Quality Certification would be required by the RWQCB.  The proposed trail near the waterfront 
in the western portion of the site would be routed to avoid the willow thicket in the southwestern 
portion of the site (an estimated 0.11 acres), and would not have a significant effect on this 
wetland area. 

Habitat restoration at the freshwater drainage west of the main house (0.03 acres) would 
enhance the existing degraded condition of this feature due to dominance by non-native 
invasive species.  Replacement with native riparian and upland species would enhance the 
habitat value of this drainage, but would not result in any adverse impact to this wetland area.  
However, some minor modifications to the bank and bed of this drainage may be necessary as 
part of proposed enhancement, and there is a possibility that authorizations from the CDFG and 
Corps may be required.  Control and eradication of invasive trees and shrubs would most likely 
require the use of herbicides, which could adversely affect water quality and aquatic habitat 
unless carefully controlled.  The Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan for the 
project includes details on restrictions associated with the controlled use of herbicides for 
invasive species removal and ongoing management, which requires the use of Best 
Management Practices, and would ensure that potential adverse impacts on wetlands and 
aquatic habitat are avoided (impacts of herbicide use are discussed further in Item VII.b). 

The shoreline protection (discussed in 8. Description of Project, Site Grading and Shoreline 
Protection, above) would consist of placement of large rock “riprap” along two segments of the 

                                               
14 Zentner and Zentner, 2004, Jurisdictional Delineation, Glen Cove Park, field work conducted December 
2001 and January 2002, cited in: Jim Martin, Environmental Collaborative, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan Development, Appendix C: Biological Constraints Assessment, 9 June 2005. 
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shoreline (in the western and central portions of the site as shown in Figure 4) to prevent further 
erosion.  Placement of riprap would be sited to avoid any fill in the existing wetlands (see Figure 
4), and no significant adverse affects on the biological value of this wetland area is anticipated.  
However, the placement of the riprap on the shoreline would be defined as wetland/bay fill and 
require a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Because the area is 
under tidal influence, authorization from the CDFG is not required for the shoreline stabilization 
component of the project. 

Placement of riprap within the shoreline, and the possible modifications to the drainage west of 
the main house, would be considered potentially significant impacts, which would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure IV-3: The: project sponsor (GVRD) shall obtain appropriate 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for modifications along the 
shoreline, and (if required) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or California 
Department of Fish and Game for modifications to the drainage west of the Stremmel 
main house.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall also obtain Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV-4: All use of herbicides shall be controlled as described in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan and stipulated in Mitigation 
Measure VII-2, including the use of Best Management Practices, compliance with State 
Guidelines, and herbicide application by certified technicians only.

Mitigation Measure IV-5: As required in Mitigation Measure VIII-1, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to control construction-related erosion and sedimentation and, as required in Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a Stormwater 
Control Plan to control operational runoff from the project site. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with any established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

Explanation:  The site is bordered by development on the west, north, and east, and by the 
waters of Carquinez Strait to the south.  The density of surrounding development and the 
presence of roadways in the project vicinity pose severe constraints on terrestrial animal 
movement, with exception of birds or small mammals or reptiles, into or out of the site.  The 
proposed project would not substantially affect the movement of aquatic species in Carquinez 
Strait. 

Short-term disturbance to wildlife movement could occur during construction of the various 
project components due to the activity of construction workers and equipment; however, this 
potential disruption to wildlife movement would be temporary in nature and would not 

X
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substantially affect long-term movement of wildlife species.  As discussed in 8. Description of 
Project, Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration, the existing rock mounds on the site 
would be augmented to create a vehicle barrier and naturalistic boundary for the park, including 
relocation of rocks for construction of an entry to the parking area.  Ground squirrels, a common 
species that is not listed as a special-status species by either the federal or state governments, 
may inhabit the existing rocks on the site.  It is possible that individuals could be temporarily 
displaced or inadvertently killed during repositioning of the rocks near the entrance to the site.  
Similarly, smaller terrestrial animals could be temporarily displaced or inadvertently killed during 
grading for park improvements.  However, the species affected are all relatively common in 
ruderal grasslands and would recolonize disturbed areas following completion of grading and 
revegetation.  Because ground squirrels and other terrestrial animals are not special-status 
species and the area would be reoccupied following installation of proposed park improvements, 
the potential short-term impacts on common wildlife species would be less than significant.

After construction, the project site would not include any substantial new barriers to wildlife 
movement.  There would be no substantial adverse impacts on the site’s potential for nursery 
and nesting locations, while the proposed habitat restoration would enhance the wildlife habitat 
values of the site.  This impact would be would be less than significant.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Item IV.a, above, there are no significant native trees on the 
project site.  The two thickets of native willow on the site would not be adversely affected by the 
project, and additional native trees would be planted along the drainage west of the main house.  
As discussed in Item IV.b, above, the proposed restoration of the freshwater drainage west of 
the main house would enhance this biological resource.  The proposed project would include 
removal of non-native, invasive trees.  While removal of these trees would not constitute a 
significant impact on biological resources, a tree removal permit, granted by Director of Public 
Works, may be required for removal of trees from park areas under the Vallejo Municipal 
Code.15  The impact of the proposed project on local policies and ordinances protecting 
biological resources would be less than significant.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved conservation plan.  No approved 
conservation plans have been adopted encompassing the project site, and there would be no
impact. 

                                               
15 Vallejo Municipal Code, Title 10 Streets and Sidewalks, Chapter 10.12 Trees, Section 10.12.040. 
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES —  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

Explanation:  The existing Stremmel main house on the project site was constructed in the 
1920s.  While the 1988 Master Plan included an architectural and structural assessment of the 
main house, and the archaeological evaluation briefly covered the history and condition of the 
main house (including the theory that the basement may date from an 1850s era structure), it 
has not been assessed for historical significance by a qualified architectural historian.  However, 
due to its age, association with local history, or other characteristics, it may qualify as an historic 
resource.  The proposed project includes demolition of the main house.  Demolition of the 
Stremmel main house would be a potentially significant impact on historic resources and will 
be evaluated in the EIR. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to §15064.5? 

Explanation:  The following discussion is based on an investigation of archaeological resources 
at the site by an independent cultural resources consultant.16

The existence of cultural resources at the project site is well documented, and has been the 
subject of almost 100 years of archaeological research.  A Native American village, CA-Sol-236, 
existed on the site at the beginning of the nineteenth century when the inhabitants came into 
direct contact with the Mission system. 

Archaeological research at the project site began in 1907 with a visit by archaeologist N.C. 
Nelson, who was recording the major “shellmounds” of the Bay Area.  Nelson produced a 
simple sketch map and provided notes which described the cultural soils (midden) found in 
close proximity to the site of the Stremmel main house (originally recorded as Number 236).  
The notes provide some additional information about its size, depth, and constituents, and 
provided a beginning step in the understanding of the site. 

                                               
16 Holman & Associates, Appendix B: A Summary of Cultural Resources Research at the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park, Vallejo, Solano County, California, April 2005. 

L.L. Loud of the University of California at Berkeley visited the site in 1912, evidently digging a 
40-foot trench through the western edge of the archaeological deposit (Flynn 1985).  Although a 
wealth of archaeological data and artifacts was recovered, along with human cremations and 
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burials, the 40 foot trench also led to the destruction of a portion of the site.  The exact location 
of this excavation is not currently known.  Subsequent research done at the University of 
California at Berkeley suggests that the University once held a considerable collection of 
archaeological materials and data from the site. 

In 1916, E.W. Gifford of U.C. Berkeley cited his analysis of the shellfish constituents of Sol-236 
in a paper he did on the composition of shellmounds, estimating the age of the mounds based 
upon the buildup of its constituents.  Gifford’s work was an early attempt to use constituent 
elements of the shell mound to estimate its age; carbon dating and other methods have 
supplanted this approach. 

Sol-236 once again appears in archaeological literature in Richard Beardsley’s 1954 study of 
temporal and areal relationships of archaeological sites in Central California.  The Beardsley 
report is the first to provide estimates of the age of the site based upon an analysis of artifacts 
and burials retrieved from the site -- approximately 400 A.D. through approximately 1500 A.D. -- 
and to link the site to observed cultural development patterns in Central California.  His age 
estimate has held up with slight revisions by later researchers.  The Beardsley report could also 
be considered sufficient documentation to demonstrate the eligibility of Sol-236 for inclusion on 
the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). 

In 1984, archaeologist Dan Foster of the California State Department of Forestry visited the site 
to observe damage caused to Sol-236 by workers clearing the grounds for its new owners, the 
Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD).  Foster’s visit led to an amended archaeological site 
form and a new map showing where he felt the archaeological deposit was primarily located.  
The accidental disturbance of the archaeological site resulted in a commitment by GVRD to 
include cultural resource issues in any future park planning activities, leading to the 1988 ARS 
research (described below). 

Peak & Associates, consulting archaeologists, visited the area in 1985 to inspect the proposed 
location of a pump station and connector lines for the subdivision then planned just north of the 
park border.  A visual inspection of the surface of the ground led them to recommend that the 
connector line be moved farther north; backhoe testing (the exact location unknown) failed to 
find midden in the connector line alternative location.  The Peak report unfortunately does not 
include maps showing exactly where they found midden north of the main house (and/or how far 
north it ran), which led them to recommend that the connector line be moved even farther north. 

In February 1985, Dan Foster prepared a new map of his idea of where the borders of Sol-236 
were located, based upon a surface survey and from observations of damage done to the site 
by the park improvements done in late 1984. 

Peak & Associates revisited the archaeological site in 1986 for an engineering firm after a 
human burial was uncovered west of the recorded site location (based both on the Nelson and 
Foster maps).  They noted that the archaeological site extended considerably west of the border 
of the site as mapped by Foster.  The midden was found under as much as five feet of fill when 
a new access road was being constructed to the condominium complex then under 
construction.  Peak then conducted backhoe testing 40 feet west of the observed midden, but 
failed to find any additional materials.  A new map was produced which shows the extent of 
midden only in the area graded for the new roadway.  The Peak report and subsequent map 
relocated the border of Sol-236 to the west of that marked by Foster the preceding year, but did 
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not resolve the issue of just how far the archaeological site did extend in that area, either inside 
or outside the park borders. 

Dan Foster prepared a site supplement for Sol-236 in 1986, including a new site map produced 
by Pete Rhode, who observed the discovery of additional midden when grading for the adjacent 
condominium complex was underway.  It is unclear if this midden still exists, or has been filled 
over.  Based upon the Pete Rhode map, it corresponds to the general area noted by Peak in 
1986, suggesting that a large portion of Sol-236 exists (or existed) west of the Nelson and 1984 
Foster mapped locations, and that it may or may not extend outside of the park into private 
property. 

Archaeological Research Service (ARS) was hired in 1988 by GVRD to research the 
archaeological site for future planning purposes.  ARS’ report discussed the scientific 
significance of the site based upon its nineteenth century contact with the Mission system, and 
presented summaries of the research done there by Nelson, Gifford, and Beardsley in the 
twentieth century.  Based upon a visual inspection and a limited program of hand augering, ARS 
provided GVRD with a new map showing their version of where “intact” versus “historically 
disturbed” midden could be found inside the project area.  The report also discusses the 
historical building and use of the area, and speculated that there might be discrete historical 
archaeological deposits, including early American and possibly Chinese historical activity. 

The augering led ARS to conclude that the most significant (intact) portion of the site 
corresponds to the location originally recorded by N.C. Nelson, and that historic land alteration 
(in particular, the construction of the tennis court) had resulted in massive disturbance of the site 
as it heads north away from the shoreline and north of the main house, where it decreases 
rapidly in depth.  The report concluded with a comprehensive set of recommendations for future 
park planning.  Based on the premise that it would be best to preserve the midden deposit 
whenever and wherever possible, ARS recommended that future removal of buildings, other 
improvements, and intrusive landscaping elements be done in a manner which reduced and/or 
eliminated damage to the midden deposits in their currently recorded locations. 

This report contains the first summary of archaeological research done at the site, and built the 
case for considering the site to be significant under then current CEQA guidelines.  The 
recommendations for future park improvements are comprehensive and were designed to 
eliminate or greatly reduce impacts to the midden and/or possible historical archaeological 
resources regardless of whether or not they were found in what was considered “intact” midden 
or historically disturbed areas.  However, the map of Sol-236 showing new borders of the 
midden may not be useful for current planning purposes.  The report lacks logs of the augering 
done, and does not note the depths at which midden stops and sterile soils are encountered, 
making it impossible to compute the volume of midden at any given point inside their new site 
borders.  It is unclear for example, how much midden exists around the main house. 

ARS returned to the site in late 1990 to monitor the removal of landscape elements, pavement, 
and buildings; at the completion of that work the only structures which remained were the main 
house, the caretaker’s residence, and the utility box to the east of the dwellings.  The 1991 ARS 
report states that GVRD followed ARS’ 1988 recommendations and limited impacts to midden in 
every manner possible.  The report also concluded that observations of the building removal, 
and specifically the removal of pavement from the tennis court, validated their findings of the 
archaeological site location based upon their 1988 augering. 
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A visual inspection of the park property was conducted by Holman & Associates in November, 
2004, to visually verify the findings of ARS regarding their estimate of the areal extent of the 
archaeological site in and around the project area.  The visual inspection was hampered by the 
presence of dense vegetation covering much of the area mapped by ARS as archaeological 
site.  Shellfish remains, however, were found at numerous locations on the surface surrounding 
the main house.  In some cases, the spread of materials did not conform to the latest map 
produced by ARS in 1988 showing the areal extent of the site.  Holman & Associates concluded 
that sufficient data did not exist to assess the impacts which may be caused to the 
archaeological site either by landscape alteration and/or the demolition of the main house and 
possibly the caretaker’s residence, and that any removal of plants or structures, or other forms 
of surface grading, could cause damage to intact archaeological deposits, and may unearth 
intact or disturbed human remains. 

Accordingly, Holman & Associates recommended that park plans should assume that any 
alteration of the landscape inside the general borders of the archaeological site, and a buffer 
zone of approximately 50 feet outside the borders as mapped by ARS, would impact the 
archaeological site.  The degree to which impacts would occur would depend on the extent that 
existing soils would be disturbed, either by grading, grubbing up of plants and trees, and/or the 
removal of existing structures.  Any such plans should take into account the mitigation 
measures originally proposed by ARS to minimize damage: wherever possible foundations 
should be left in the ground and simply backfilled and covered over, and trees should be 
removed to grade and then drilled to remove the stumps but should not be pulled, because the 
roots would remove a large amount of the native soils surrounding them and thus could cause 
damage to the archaeological deposit.  For the sake of planning, it should be assumed that any 
areas containing shellfish remains are potentially intact archaeological deposits, and not 
historically redeposited materials. 

Because the ARS report lacks the information to verify their findings, Holman & Associates also 
recommended a new program of mechanical subsurface presence/absence testing to determine 
the depth and areal extent of midden around the main house and caretaker’s residence.  To 
determine if there were additional areas of midden deposit outside of the currently mapped 
borders, or if midden could be identified inside the buffer zone which was built into the existing 
mapped archaeological site borders, a program of augering involving a total of 19 hand-drilled 
auger holes was completed in September 2005.17  The findings of the augering program 
demonstrated that the borders (with buffer zone) established in Holman & Associates’ April 
2005 report18 are accurate and should be utilized for planning purposes to avoid or greatly 
reduce impacts to the midden deposit in the future.  Only the proposed parking lot, located in 
the northern area of the park, demonstrates the presence of additional, historically disturbed 
archaeological deposit; a layer of imported, historically disturbed midden has been located 
approximately six inches below the surface in this area.  As discussed in Description of Project, 
Parking, above, the northern portion of the proposed parking area would be excavated 
approximately four to five feet into the existing hillside, and the southern portion would be filled, 
to create a relatively level area.  Thus, subsurface archaeological resources could be disturbed 
by excavation for the parking area.  In addition, subsurface archaeological resources could be 
disturbed by installation of the project’s restroom and underground utilities.  Disturbance of a 

                                               
17 Miley Holman, Holman & Associates, letter report to Randy Anderson, LandPeople, Re: Completion of 
Hand Augering at the Glen Cove Park Improvement Areas, September 16, 2005. 

18 Holman & Associates, Appendix B: A Summary of Cultural Resources Research at the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park, Vallejo, Solano County, California, April 2005. 
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previously buried archaeological site or buried human remains would be considered a 
potentially significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3, below. 

As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Cultural Resource Area, above, no construction or 
other activity involving disturbance of the soil would occur in the cultural resource protection 
area (which includes the archaeological site and a 50-foot buffer) without consultation with a 
qualified archaeologist to ensure that the cultural resources are protected.  The existing invasive 
exotic plants (primarily elms and tree-of-heaven) would be removed by cutting off at ground 
level and painting the stems with approved herbicide.  (Impacts of herbicide use are discussed 
further in Item VII.b.)  No digging or ground disturbance would be allowed.  A protective layer of 
approximately 12 inches of soil would be placed over the resource area.  This soil layer would 
protect the cultural resources from disturbance during the demolition of the main house, and 
during subsequent use of the site by the public, and would allow planting of seedlings for 
restoration of native habitat without disturbing the native soil. 

The Cultural Resource Area boundary would be marked with signs at all points of entry, and 
signs would inform the public of the fact that the area was a significant site of Native American 
dwelling and trading, and that it is considered sacred by many people, in order to encourage 
recognition and respect for its status by the general public. 

As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Stremmel Main House, above, the main house (and 
caretaker’s residence if demolished) would be demolished using conventional techniques and 
large equipment according to specifications and controls designed to avoid disturbance of 
cultural resources, including placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground around the 
structures before demolition.  Any paving that exists at the bottom of the structure’s basement 
would be broken, but not removed, to allow drainage.  The basement would be filled with soil in 
compacted layers to prevent a hazard to park users.  After demolition, native plants would be 
planted over the area to restore to a more natural condition, as described in 8. Description of 
Project, Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration, above. 

As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Site Grading and Shoreline Protection, above, during 
regrading of the western portion of the site, no grading over 12 inches in depth would occur in 
the area of the identified burial ground in the eastern portion of the western site.  Because this 
area was covered with two feet of fill, to which up to eight feet of fill was later added, limiting 
project grading to 12 inches or less would avoid disturbance to the existing burial ground. 

To protect the cultural resources along the central shoreline, the installation of shoreline erosion 
protection (placement of large rock “riprap” against the western and central shoreline) would 
avoid digging into or driving equipment across the embankment, and a skilled operator would 
place the rock carefully using a backhoe equipped with a "thumb", rather than dumping it. 

As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration, 
above, removal of non-native invasive plants within the Cultural Resource Area would employ 
methods that do not disturb the underlying archaeological resources, involving cutting, mowing, 
and herbicide treatment but prohibiting digging, stump grinding or disking.  (Impacts of herbicide 
use are discussed further in Item VII.b)  No digging for planting would be allowed, other than 
planting of small shoots and seedlings in the 12-inch soils cap, and installation of spreading 
rush in the bottom of the central drainage.  The existing deteriorated driveways to the north, 
south, and west of the main house site would be broken up to allow drainage, but the soil below 
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the pavement surface would not be disturbed.  These driveway areas would be covered with soil 
and planted as part of the site capping process. 

The protective soil layer, specifications for demolishing the main house and caretaker’s 
residence (if demolished), limitations on depth of regrading over the identified burial ground in 
the western portion of the site, and procedures for removing invasive plants, installing shoreline 
protection, and habitat restoration and planting, described above, would protect and preserve 
the known cultural resources on the site.  Nevertheless, subsurface archaeological resources at 
the site could be disturbed by project construction, such as excavation for the parking area, 
construction of the restroom, and connecting the caretaker’s residence to the nearby sewer line.  
Disturbance of a previously buried archaeological site or buried human remains would be 
considered a potentially significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure V-1: All earth-disturbing activities at the project site, including 
connection of the caretaker’s residence to sewer and/or water lines, installation and 
maintenance of walls at the caretaker’s residence, excavation at the proposed parking 
area and restroom, any excavation of contaminated soil associated with the 
underground storage tank near the main house, and all earth-disturbing activities within 
the Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, shall be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist.  Archaeological monitoring for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 
area shall be conducted under a written Archaeological Monitoring Agreement.  Such an 
Agreement shall provide for, at a minimum: 

a)  Timely notification prior to any excavations; 

b)  Monitoring during all earth-moving or soil disturbing activities, however minor, 
until and unless the monitor determines that no impacts to potentially significant 
archaeological materials will occur; 

c)  Specific requirements that archaeological monitors be notified immediately if 
potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered anywhere in the 
absence of an onsite monitor; 

d)  Authority of the onsite archaeological monitor to halt excavations if potentially 
significant archaeological materials or human remains are encountered; 

e)  Time and space to record, photograph and map, recover, retrieve, and/or remove 
any archaeological materials and data during the construction process; 

f)  Time and funding for laboratory cleaning, cataloging, analysis, and preparation 
for permanent curation of any and all recovered data and materials after onsite 
monitoring ends; and 

g)  Time and funding for a Final Report of findings, to incorporate data developed for 
this report as appropriate and data developed by monitoring and analysis; additional 
historical and/or archival research may also be warranted.  In addition to reporting to 
the project sponsor (GVRD), copies of the Final Report must be submitted to the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System for inclusion in the permanent archives, and another copy shall accompany 
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any curated archaeological materials and data.  Archaeological data, reports, and 
recovered materials are and will remain the property of the property owners. 

Archaeological identification, inventory, evaluation, research and mitigation under 
provisions of CEQA, if any, shall be completely reported in a comprehensive manner, 
incorporating all methods used and data gained, thorough current scientific analysis of 
all data, and interpretation of any archaeological resources within a regional 
archaeological framework.  Qualified professional archaeologists shall complete the 
report to current professional standards, and the data shall be made available to other 
qualified researchers following completion of the Final Report.  Appropriate specialized, 
focused scientific analytic techniques shall be applied (e.g., radiocarbon dating, obsidian 
sourcing and hydration, typological studies, geomorphological studies, faunal analysis, 
etc.).  Obtaining, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting archaeological data from the 
project area would serve as mitigative compensation for any project-related impacts to 
resources. 

Mitigation Measure V-2:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and construction contractors 
shall be prepared to respond appropriately if heretofore undetected archaeological 
resources are encountered anywhere in the project area. 

To set up and facilitate both the recommended monitoring and the response procedure 
required under CEQA, a pre-construction meeting shall be arranged involving 
responsible project personnel, both onsite and managerial supervisory construction 
personnel, and the archaeological monitors.  The purpose of this meeting will be to 
familiarize all involved parties with the provisions of this plan.  Construction contractors 
shall be prepared to halt and/or relocate work while finds are identified, recorded, 
evaluated, and if warranted, mitigative activities carried out.  In virtually all reasonably 
foreseeable circumstances, the appropriate mitigation action will be recording and 
removal of archaeological objects and data from the project area. 

Supervisory and construction personnel shall therefore be made aware of the possibility 
of encountering archaeological materials in this sensitive zone.  In this area, the most 
common and recognizable evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are deposits 
of marine shell, usually in fragments (mussels, oysters, clams, abalone, crabs, etc.), 
and/or faunal bone (deer, marine mammals, etc.), usually in a dark fine-grained soil 
(midden); stone flakes left from manufacturing stone tools, or the tools themselves 
(mortars, pestles, arrowheads and spear points); and human burials, often as dislocated 
bones.  Historic materials older than 45 years (bottles, artifacts, trash pits, structural 
remains, etc.) may also have scientific and cultural significance and should be more 
readily identified.  If during the proposed construction project any such evidence is 
uncovered or encountered, all excavations within 10 meters/30 feet shall be halted long 
enough to call in the monitoring archaeologists to assess the situation and propose 
appropriate measures. 

Mitigation Measure V-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and contractors must be 
prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regards to the 
discovery of human remains during construction.  In the event that any human remains 
are encountered during site disturbance, all ground–disturbing work shall cease 
immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in 
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consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Explanation: Due to the previous disturbance of the site, including the introduction of several 
feet or more of fill in much of the site, and the fact the project would entail little subsurface 
disturbance, consisting primarily of limited surface grading and construction of the 15-space 
parking area, the potential for encountering paleontological resources is considered low.  
Nonetheless, any destruction of unique paleontological resources would be a significant impact.  
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact to a 
less–than–significant level. 

Mitigation Measure V-4: If any paleontological resources are encountered during site 
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance shall be halted until the 
services of a qualified paleontologist can be retained to identify and evaluate the 
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to document and 
prevent any significant adverse effects on the resource(s). 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

Explanation:  See Item V.b, above. 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS  —  Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Explanation: The following discussion is based on a geotechnical and geological evaluation of 
the project site by an independent geotechnical engineering consultant.19

                                               
19 Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, 
Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005. 
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The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone,20 as defined by 
the California State Department of Conservation, Geological Survey (CGS, formerly known as 
Division of Mines and Geology), and no active or potentially active faults exist on or in the 
immediate vicinity of the site.21  The nearest active faults are the Concord-Greenville Fault, 
located approximately 6.5 miles northeast of the site; the West Napa Fault, located 
approximately seven miles north; the Hayward Fault, located nine miles southwest, the Cordelia 
Fault, located 12 miles north/northeast, and the San Andreas fault, located 27 miles west.  
Because the site is not located on an active or potentially active fault, the potential for surface 
fault rupture is low and the impact is considered less than significant.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Explanation:  The proposed project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area, a region of 
intense seismic activity.  Recent studies by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
indicate there is a 62 percent likelihood of a Richter magnitude 6.7 or higher earthquake 
occurring in the Bay Area in the next 30 years.  The geotechnical report concludes that the 
project site will experience one or more major earthquakes (Richter magnitude 7 or greater) 
generated from the seismically active faults discussed in Item VI.a.i, above, during the project’s 
lifetime. 

Seismic ground shaking intensity can vary depending on the overall earthquake magnitude, 
distance to the fault, focus of earthquake energy, and type of geologic material.22  The project 
site and general vicinity are underlain by Lower Cretaceous and Upper Jurassic age marine 
sedimentary bedrock, composed of undifferentiated sandstone, mudstone, and minor 
conglomerate.  Inland from the shoreline, the site is immediately underlain by colluvial soils 
consisting of unconsolidated and unsorted deposits of silts and clays.  It appears that some fill 
has been placed across portions of the site.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure VI-1 would 
reduce potential impacts associated with seismic ground shaking to a less than significant
level. 

                                               
20 Alquist-Priolo Zones designate areas most likely to experience fault rupture, although surface fault 
rupture is not necessarily restricted those specifically zoned areas. 

21 An active fault is defined by the State of California as a fault that has had surface displacement within 
Holocene time (approximately the last 10,000 years).  A potentially active fault is defined as a fault that 
has shown evidence of surface displacement during the Quaternary (last 1.6 million years), unless direct 
geologic evidence demonstrates inactivity for all of the Holocene or longer.  This definition does not, of 
course, mean that faults lacking evidence of surface displacement are necessarily inactive.  Sufficiently 
active is also used to describe a fault if there is some evidence that Holocene displacement occurred on 
one or more of its segments or branches (Hart, 1997). 

22  In general, areas that are underlain by bedrock tend to experience less severe ground shaking than 
those underlain by unconsolidated sediments such as artificial fill.  Structural damage resulting from 
shaking therefore tends to be worse for structures located on unconsolidated deposits. 
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Mitigation Measure VI-1:  As recommended by the project geotechnical report 
(Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005), all project 
improvements shall be designed in accordance with current earthquake resistance 
standards for the area as outlined in the California Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

Explanation: Seismic shaking can also trigger ground-failures caused by liquefaction.23

Liquefaction and associated failures could damage foundations, disrupt utility service, and 
cause damage to roadways.  The potential for liquefaction depends on the duration and 
intensity of earthquake shaking, particle-size distribution of the soil, density of the soil, and 
elevation of the groundwater.  Areas at risk due to the effects of liquefaction are typified by a 
high groundwater table and underlying loose to medium-dense granular sediments, particularly 
younger alluvium and artificial fill.  The geotechnical report concludes that, since the project site 
is underlain by shallow bedrock and does not appear to have unconsolidated thick deposits of 
saturated alluvium, the potential for liquefaction is nil. 

Other geologic hazards include lurching and densification.  The potential for lurch cracking 
(tension cracking along fill margins, berms, and levees) is nil to low, except where deposits of 
loose, man-made fill may be present.  The potential for densification is also low for the same 
reason.  As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Site Grading and Shoreline Protection, 
above, the western portion of the site has been extensively graded and including both cuts and 
fills of up to approximately ten feet in depth.  While the proposed regrading would reduce the 
amount of fill in this area, the remaining fill may be subject to lurch cracking and densification.  
However, any potential hazard would be similar to or less than the existing level.  Some of the 
soil removed during regrading would be placed on the eastern portion of the Park site to cap the 
cultural resource area, fill the basement of the main house, create a pad for the proposed 
parking area, and fill low points as indicated in Figure 4.  The fill in these areas would be no 
more than 15 inches in depth, which would limit the potential for lurch cracking and 
densification.  (The basement of the main house would be filled to grade level, but this would 
not substantially increase the existing potential for lurch cracking and densification.)  
Furthermore, no major structures would be constructed in these areas (project improvements 
would be limited to a trails, a parking area, and a small bathroom, picnic tables, and benches).  
The size, type, and low-intensity use of these improvements would further limit the level of 
hazard associated with potential ground failure.  The potential impact of seismic-related ground 
failure is therefore considered less-than-significant.

iv) Landslides? 

                                               
23 Liquefaction is the process by which saturated, loose, fine-grained, granular, soil, like sand, behaves 
like a dense fluid when subjected to prolonged shaking during an earthquake. 
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Explanation:  The project site includes some relatively steep slopes, but, as discussed in Item 
slopes VI.a.iii, above, the project site is underlain by shallow bedrock and does not appear to 
have unconsolidated thick deposits of saturated alluvium.  The project would not involve major 
structures on or below the sloped areas of the site.  Fill that would be placed on portions of the 
site would be limited to 15 inches in depth.  Therefore, the potential for landslides to expose 
people or structures to substantial risk of loss, injury, or death is considered low, and this impact 
would be less-than-significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

Explanation:  Soil erosion could occur during construction, especially during site regrading, 
placement of the protective soil layer over cultural resource area, placement of fill elsewhere on 
the site, and grading for trails; and during grading for and prior to surfacing of the parking area.  
Soil exposed by grading activities could be subject to erosion if exposed to heavy winds or rain. 

As discussed in Item VIII.a, below, the project sponsor would be required to create and 
implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize soil erosion hazard 
during construction activities, and to create and implement a Stormwater Control Plan to control 
runoff and erosion during project operation.  The project sponsor would also be required by the 
City of Vallejo to obtain a grading permit prior to the initiation of grading.  Soil erosion and/or 
loss of topsoil during construction and grading activities would be a potentially significant
impact which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the 
following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure VI-2:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

Mitigation Measure VI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

Mitigation Measure VI-4:  Prior to initiation of grading, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
obtain a City grading permit, and shall comply with all requirements of the grading 
permit. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Explanation:  As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Site Grading and Shoreline Protection, 
above, placement of fill in various areas of the site is proposed.  The depth of fill would not 
exceed 15 inches.  The area near the caretaker’s residence where fill would be placed is 
relatively level and flat, and there are no existing or proposed structures in the sloped areas of 
the site where fill is proposed to be placed.  For these reasons, as well as the proposed low-
intensity use of the site, placement of fill is not anticipated to create significant additional risks 
due to unstable soils. 
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As discussed in Items VI.a.ii and VI.a.iii, above, the project site is subject to risks including 
seismic ground shaking, lurch cracking, and densification.  The sloping site is adjacent to the 
bay shore and therefore may also be subject to lateral spreading.  The proposed project would 
not involve any new structures other than the small restroom, picnic tables, and benches, which 
would limit the risk of damage and injury due to unstable geologic units.  Nevertheless, 
exposure to geologic risks including seismic ground shaking, lurch cracking, and densification 
would be a potentially significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with implementation of the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VI-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VI-1. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Item VI.a.ii, above, the project site is underlain by bedrock.  Inland 
from the shoreline, the site is immediately underlain by colluvial soils, and it appears that some 
fill has been placed across portions of the site.  In addition, fill excavated from the western 
portion of the site would be placed in the northwestern and eastern portions of the site.  
However, the project would not involve any new structures other than the small restroom 
building, and the level of use would be low-intensity.  Therefore, the project would not create 
any substantial new risk to life or property due to expansive soils, and this impact would be less 
than significant.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

Explanation:  The proposed bathroom would be plumbed to the existing sewer line owned by 
the Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD).  The project does not include the 
installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and would therefore have 
no impact on soils related to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would consist of a low-intensity park use, with a residence 
for an onsite caretaker.  These uses would require relatively small quantities of hazardous 
materials for routine maintenance and household purposes.  The project would likely handle 
common types of hazardous materials, such as paints, cleaners, toners, solvents, and 
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disinfectants.  These commercial products are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to 
instruct them in appropriate handling and disposal procedures.  Most of the materials are 
consumed through use, resulting in relatively little waste.  Therefore, the hazards to the public 
would be minimized and the proposed project would not pose a significant hazard to the public 
or environment, and this impact would be less than significant.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Explanation:

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS USED IN CONSTRUCTION

Construction activities would require the use of certain hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, 
solvents, and glues.  Inadvertent release of large quantities of these materials into the 
environment could adversely impact soil, surface waters, or groundwater quality.  On-site 
storage and/or use of large quantities of materials capable of impacting soil and groundwater 
would not typically be required for a project of the size and type proposed.  However, the 
potentially significant risk associated with hazardous materials used during construction 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following 
mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VII-1:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

HERBICIDES

As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration, 
above, one of the methods to remove invasive plant species from the site would be use of 
herbicides.  Herbicides may also be used during ongoing management to keep invasive species 
from becoming re-established on the site.  The Vegetation Management and Habitat 
Restoration Plan (VMHRP) includes various procedures and restrictions relating to the use of 
herbicides, which are intended to protect the health of nearby residents, park visitors, and 
construction workers by assuring that use of herbicides in restoration would conform to best 
management practices including: 

 Hire professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial major 
invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting efforts.  
Chemical treatment of the invasive species would be carefully controlled according to 
the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s standards using Best Management Practices to prevent exposure to 
park users, avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective and appropriate 
products available at the time field work is performed. 

 Trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest Control 
Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano County, would 
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be employed to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices would 
be used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application include wind 
and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, specific product and 
concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native cover to be preserved or 
established on the site. 

 The public would be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through use 
of temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, identifying 
the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact person and 
phone number to answer any questions.  Signs would be posted at the entrance to the 
park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or as necessary to 
visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area. 

 Disturbance to the central drainage would be avoided during recontouring and 
placement of the fill cap.  Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface waters 
would be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

Use of herbicides is a potentially significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by implementation of the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VII-2:  All use of herbicides in project construction and maintenance 
shall comply with all restrictions and procedures for herbicide use identified in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), including: 

a) Use of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 
major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting 
efforts.  Chemical treatment of the invasive species shall be carefully controlled 
according to the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano 
County Agricultural Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent 
exposure to park users, avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective 
and appropriate products available at the time field work is performed. 

b) Employed trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest 
Control Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano 
County, to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices shall be 
used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application shall 
include wind and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, 
specific product and concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native 
cover to be preserved or established on the site. 

c) The public shall be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 
use of temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, 
identifying the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact 
person and phone number to answer any questions.  Signs shall be posted at the 
entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or 
as necessary to visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area.  Within the 
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Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, sign post holes shall not be 
allowed to penetrate into the native ground under the soil cap. 

d) Disturbance to the central drainage shall be avoided during recontouring and 
placement of the fill cap.  Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface 
waters shall be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

LEAD CONTAMINATION IN SOIL

The following discussion on lead contamination in the site’s soil is based on a report prepared 
by an independent consultant.24

Studies prepared between 1989 and 1991 by Reidel Environmental Services indicated that lead 
concentrations above 300 mg/kg (milligrams per kilogram) were present in soils at the ground 
surface.  In 1989 Reidel collected 18 soil samples throughout the site and analyzed them for 
concentrations of lead.  Concentrations of lead ranged from 25 to 720 mg/kg, with the exception 
of one sample with a lead level of 3,000 mg/kg.  Reidel identified the southeast (sic) corner of 
the site as the area with elevated lead concentrations.  This area is on a bluff surrounded by 
eucalyptus trees.  Reidel also collected soil samples in the archaeological resource area on the 
site and found that lead concentrations ranged from 410 to 660 mg/kg.  The source of elevated 
lead concentrations in site soils was considered by Reidel to be the ASARCO lead smelter, 
formerly located approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the site across Carquinez Strait.  Between 
1900 and 1971 when the smelter was in operation, airborne lead-containing particles were 
released, migrated across the Strait, and were deposited in the Glen Cove area. 

To remediate the elevated lead concentrations in surface soils outside the archaeological area, 
Reidel directed removal of 20 cubic yards of soil with lead concentrations as high as 3,000 
mg/kg for disposal at the Kettleman Hills landfill.  In addition, approximately 1,500 to 2,000 cubic 
yards of soil with lead concentrations between 300 and 1,000 mg/kg were excavated and 
relocated to the then-planned parking area (identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report) along the 
northwest boundary of the site.  The relocated soil was buried under a cap of imported fill 
material.  After the excavation and off-haul was complete, Reidel collected and analyzed six 
additional soil samples in the bluff area to show that the lead concentrations had been reduced 
to below 310 mg/kg. 

In 1990, Matrix Development Company began off-hauling soil and rock from the Vista del Mar 
property immediately west of the project site.  Available documentation indicates that about 
13,500 cubic yards of soil were deposited in the western portion of the project site (in an area 
south of the parking area proposed in the 1988 Master Plan Report).  Surficial sampling of this 
material, prior to off-haul, indicated lead concentrations between 8.7 and 510 mg/kg.  The 
ASARCO lead smelter was presumably the source of lead deposition in these soils also. 

In a letter to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) dated September 6, 
1996, Harding Lawson Associates summarized the available data, evaluated the risks of the 

                                               
24 Harding Lawson Associates, Letter Report to: Ms. Annina Antonio, California Environmental Protection 
Agency, Re: Draft Removal Action Completion Report, Assessment of Lead in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront 
Park Master Plan, Vallejo, California, 21 May 1997. 
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lead concentrations to park visitors, and proposed lead remediation levels.  DTSC approved 
HLA’s letter report and set cleanup levels for the site that would require no deed restriction at 
average lead concentrations below 400 mg/kg and maximum lead concentrations below 840 
mg/kg.  Subsequent correspondence between HLA and DTSC resulted in DTSC’s authorization 
of a work plan on March 13, 1997. 

HLA then collected soil samples at ten test pits in the Vista Del Mar soil stockpile and five test 
pits at the parking area proposed in the 1988 Master Plan Report.  As described in HLA’s April 
18, 1997 letter report, the maximum measured concentration on the site was 660 mg/kg, and 
the average concentration was 127 mg/kg.  The results of the testing indicated that the lead 
concentrations measured in solids remaining on the site complied with the DTSC requirements 
for no deed restriction.  These soil concentrations also are below those concentrations that 
would require a cap; thus no certification of the cap over the previously-planned parking area is 
required.  HLA also concluded that residual lead concentrations at the site would not pose 
health risks to visitors at a future park at the site, that no additional reports or studies are 
required, and that no deed restriction is needed at the site.  DTSC, in a letter dated June 11, 
199725, approved HLA’s removal report and stated that no additional remedial action is required. 

Subsequently, the current Master Plan (the subject of this Initial Study) was prepared.  This Plan 
proposes to grade the portion of the site that includes the previously-planned parking area.  
While, as discussed above, the residual lead concentrations in the site soils would not pose 
health risks to future park visitors, the grading, handling, and placement of these soils could 
create a health risk to construction workers, nearby residents, and future park users.  This is a 
potentially significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by 
implementation of the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VII-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall implement the following: 

Step 1:  Identification of Soils to be Excavated/Disturbed

The construction documents for the proposed project shall identify the precise locations 
of soil to be excavated or disturbed.  If the areas to be excavated or disturbed are within 
or near the previously-planned parking area along the northwest boundary of the site 
identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report (Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, California, Master 
Plan Report, Amphion Environmental, Inc., November 1, 1988), or other areas that may 
contain hazardous levels of lead based on the findings of Draft Removal Action 
Completion Report (Harding Lawson Associates, Letter Report to: Ms. Annina Antonio, 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Re: Draft Removal Action Completion 
Report, Assessment of Lead in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Vallejo, 
California, 21 May 1997), then Step 2 below shall be implemented. 

Step 2:  Determination of Presence of Lead-Contaminated Soils

Prior to approval of a building permit for the project, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in which soil 

                                               
25 Barbara J. Cook, P.E., Chief, Northern California Coastal Cleanup Operations Branch, letter to Patricia 
Gloyd, Greater Vallejo Recreation District, re: Glen Cove Waterfront Park, Vallejo, California, June 11, 
1997. 
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would be excavated or disturbed, and test the soil samples for total lead.  The consultant 
shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples.  The consultant shall 
prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the soil testing 
and a map that shows the locations of soils from which the consultant collected the soil 
samples. 

The project sponsor (GVRD) shall contact the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and submit the report on the soil testing for lead.  If the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or 
above a potentially hazardous level, no further mitigation measures with regard to lead-
contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 

Step 3:  Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan:

If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the DTSC determines that the soils 
on the project site that are planned to be excavated or disturbed are contaminated with 
lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DTSC shall determine if preparation of 
a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted.  If such a plan is requested by the DTSC, the 
SMP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of soils on the project 
site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, including, but 
not limited to:  1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., 
encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); 2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site 
and a brief justification; and 3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and 
dispose of contaminated soils on the site.  The SMP shall be submitted to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District to become part of the case file. 

Step 4:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils

(a)  specific work practices:  If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or 
above potentially hazardous levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the 
presence of such soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site 
(detected through soil odor, color, texture, and results of on-site soil testing), and shall 
be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately 
(i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA lead-safe work 
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 
(b)  dust suppression:  Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both 
during and after work hours. 
(c)  surface water runoff control:  Where soils are stockpiled, visquene shall be used to 
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain 
any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
(d)  soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used 
to bring portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated 
and removed, up to construction grade. 
(e)  hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by 
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately 
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covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a 
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

Step 5:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation 
measures in the SMP for handling and removing lead-contaminated soils from the 
project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these mitigation 
measures, and how and why the construction contractor modified those mitigation 
measures. 

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

A 500-gallon underground storage tank (UST) is located immediately east of the main house 
(southwest of the caretaker’s residence).  In the past the tank was used for storage of fuel, but 
is currently empty and unused.  Although GVRD was in the process of determining an 
appropriate disposition of this tank at the time this Initial Study was prepared, it had not been 
determined whether the tank would be removed or abandoned in place.  The UST may result or 
have resulted in soil and/or groundwater contamination, and would represent a potentially 
significant impact unless properly remediated.  Implementation of the following mitigation 
measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure VII-4:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall, in coordination with the 
Solano County Department of Environmental Management, determine an appropriate 
disposition for the UST located east of the main house (removal or abandonment in 
place).  The type of closure selected shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid 
disturbance to the cultural resource protection area.  If required by the Solano County 
Department of Environmental Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) also shall retain 
a qualified environmental professional to assess the presence and extent of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination related to the underground storage tank (UST), in 
conformance with state and local guidelines and regulations. 

If sampling identifies surface and/or subsurface contamination, the area shall be 
remediated in accordance with the standards, regulations, and determinations of local, 
state, and federal regulatory agencies.  All earth-disturbing activities conducted during 
remediation shall comply with Mitigation Measures V-1 (which requires monitoring by a 
qualified archaeologist), V-2, V-3, and V-4.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
coordinate with the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and any 
other applicable regulatory agencies to adopt contaminant-specific remediation target 
levels.  The excavated soil shall be removed and disposed of at an approved disposal 
facility. 

If required by the Solano County Department of Environmental Management, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and implement a site-specific health and safety plan to 
mitigate potential hazards to construction workers and the general public during 
remediation.  The health and safety plan shall meet the requirements of federal, state, 
and local environmental and worker safety laws.  Specific information to be provided in 
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the plan shall include identification of contaminants, potential hazards, material handling 
procedures, dust suppression methods, personal protection clothing and devices, 
controlled access to the site, health and safety training requirements, monitoring 
equipment to be used during remediation to verify health and safety of the workers and 
the public, measures to protect public health and safety, and emergency response 
procedures. 

All reports and plans prepared in accordance with this mitigation measure shall be 
provided to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and to any 
other appropriate agencies identified by the Solano County Department of 
Environmental Management.  If the UST and/or contaminated soil is removed from the 
site, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall, after all hazardous materials have been removed 
and soil and groundwater analysis and other activities have been completed as 
appropriate, submit to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management 
(and any other agencies identified by the Solano County Department of Environmental 
Management) a report stating that the mitigation measure has been implemented.  The 
report shall describe the steps taken to comply with the mitigation measure and include 
all verifying documentation.  The report shall be certified by an REA or similarly qualified 
individual who states that the mitigation measure has been implemented, and specifying 
the actions that have been implemented. 

LEAD-BASED PAINT AND ASBESTOS

The main house and the caretaker’s residence date from an era when lead-based paint and 
asbestos were used in construction, and may contain either or both of these hazardous 
materials.  Demolition of the main house and (if demolished) the caretaker’s residence could 
expose workers and the public to lead-based paint and asbestos.  The Master Plan stipulates 
that, prior to demolition, the main house and caretaker’s residence be assessed for the 
presence of any lead or asbestos materials, and, if present, that these materials be removed by 
a qualified contractor.  This procedure, plus conformance with applicable laws and regulations 
that govern the abatement and handling of asbestos and lead-based paint, would reduce the 
potential impacts of lead-based paint and asbestos in the main house and caretaker’s residence 
to a less than significant level. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

Explanation:  The nearest school, Glen Cove Elementary School at 501 Glen Cove Parkway, is 
more than one-quarter mile north of the project site.  As discussed in Item VII.b, above, the 
construction of the proposed project would involve potentially hazardous construction materials, 
herbicides, and movement of potentially contaminated soil.  This would be a potentially 
significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation 
of the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measures VII-1, VII-2, VII-3, and VII-4. 

X
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

Explanation:  The project site is not on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5, commonly called the “Cortese List.”  There would be no 
impact.

e) For a project within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

Explanation:  The project site is not located within two miles of a public use airport.  The Napa 
County Airport is located approximately ten miles northwest of the site, and Buchanan Field in 
Concord is approximately ten miles southeast of the site.  There would be no impact.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

Explanation:  The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  There would 
be no impact.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Explanation:  The project would not interfere with any roadways or other emergency access-
ways.  Therefore, it would not establish any barrier that would interfere with any adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan.  There would be no impact.

h) Expose people or structures to significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

X

X

X
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Explanation: The project site is surrounded on three sides by residential development, and by 
Carquinez Strait on the remaining side.  While most of the site itself is undeveloped and 
vegetated, it is not intermixed or located adjacent to wildlands.  For this reason, and because of 
the relatively small size and isolated location of the project site, the proposed project would not 
expose people or structures to significant risks associated with wildland fires, and this impact 
would be less than significant.

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

Explanation:  Construction of the project would involve earthmoving activities such as grading, 
soil stockpiling, placement of fill, and realignment of roads.  Project construction could result in 
soil erosion and subsequent discharge of suspended sediment to Carquinez Strait that could 
eventually impact water quality in San Pablo, Suisun, and San Francisco Bays.  Sedimentation 
to the waterway could degrade water quality for beneficial uses by increasing channel 
sedimentation and suspended sediment levels (turbidity), and adversely affecting aquatic and 
riparian habitats.  Without mitigation, these impacts would be considered potentially 
significant.

Because the project site exceeds one acre in size, storm water discharge originating from the 
project site during construction activities is subject to regulation under the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (US EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) program.  As required by NPDES regulations, the project sponsor would apply for 
coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) General Construction 
Permit, and subsequently prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), as described in Mitigation Measure VIII-1, below.  The objectives of a SWPPP are to 
identify pollutant sources that may affect the quality of storm water discharge and implement 
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce and potentially eliminate pollutants carried by 
storm water runoff.  The SWPPP therefore contains specific actions for handling and storage of 
construction materials and equipment, site grading activities, soil stabilization and post-
construction runoff, monitoring, and reporting activities at the project site.  SWPPP measures 
are especially important during construction phases requiring grading and during periods of 
heavy precipitation. 

Additionally, the project would need to comply with the RWQCB’s recent C.3 regulations.  These 
regulations, implementing Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing discharges 
from the municipal storm drain systems of Solano County and its cities and towns, are being 
phased in from 2004 through 2006.  The new requirements, which pertain to storm water 
generated by project operation, are separate from, and in addition to, requirements for erosion 
and sediment control and for pollution prevention during construction (i.e., SWPPP).  At present, 
the C.3 program requires preparation of a Stormwater Control Plan for all sites creating or 
replacing over one acre of impervious area.  On August 15, 2006, this threshold will be reduced 
to 10,000 square feet of impervious area.  For sites that have been previously developed, if the 
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new project results in an increase of, or replacement of, 50 percent or more of the previously 
existing impervious surface, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater 
treatment measures, then the entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.  
If less than 50 percent of the previously impervious surface is to be affected, only that portion 
must be included in the treatment measure design. 

The Stormwater Control Plan is intended to address operational (as opposed to construction) 
runoff from the project.  It will last the life of the project and must indicate how the project would 
minimize the area of new roofs and paving and substitute pervious surfaces to allow runoff to 
reach the underlying soil. Most (approximately 80 percent) runoff from impervious areas must 
be captured and treated.  Because a large portion of average annual runoff is produced by small 
storms that occur many times a year, treatment BMPs can be designed to bypass larger storms.  
The 80 percent criterion means that BMPs will be bypassed, on average, every one to two 
years.  The permit specifies acceptable ways to calculate the capacity of treatment devices.26

Implementation of a SWPPP and Stormwater Control Plan, as required by Mitigation Measures 
VIII-1 and VIII-2, would reduce potential water quality impacts associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure VIII-1: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
SWPPP for construction of the proposed project, as required by the SWRCB and San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The SWPPP shall 
include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

Source identification; 

Preparation of a site map; 

Description of construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and 
maintenance; 

List of pollutants likely to contact storm water 

Estimate of the construction site area and percent impervious area;  

Erosion and sedimentation control practices, including soils stabilization, 
revegetation, and runoff control to limit increases in sediment in storm water runoff, 
such as detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage 
swales, and sandbag dikes; 

Proposed construction dewatering plans;  

List of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm water; 

Description of waste management practices; and 

Maintenance and training practices. 

                                               
26 Contra Costa Clean Water Program, Stormwater C.3 Regulations Fact Sheet, November 2004.
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Mitigation Measure VIII-2: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
Stormwater Control Plan for the proposed project as required by applicable regulations, 
in compliance with Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing discharges 
from the municipal storm drain systems.  The Stormwater Control Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following elements: 

Description of site features and conditions that constrain, or provide opportunities for, 
stormwater control. 

Description of site design characteristics that protect natural resources. 

Description of site design characteristics, building features, and pavement selections 
that reduce imperviousness of the site. 

Tabulation of pervious and impervious area, showing self-retaining areas and areas 
tributary to each infiltration, treatment, or hydrograph modification BMP (Best 
Management Practice). 

Preliminary designs for each treatment or hydrograph modification management 
BMP. 

Identified pollutant source areas and for each, the source control measure(s) used to 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 

Identification of any conflicts with codes or requirements or other anticipated 
obstacles to implementing the Stormwater Control Plan. 

General description of maintenance needs for treatment/hydrograph modification 
BMPs. 

Means by which BMP maintenance will be financed and implemented in perpetuity. 

Statement accepting responsibility for operation and maintenance of treatment 
BMPs. 

Following the completion of construction activities and revegetation of the site, the proposed 
project could result in increased pollutants from parking-lot runoff and the use of herbicides 
associated with control of invasive species (removal and ongoing maintenance).  These 
activities could result in long-term degradation of storm water runoff originating from the project 
site, and impact Carquinez Strait and San Pablo, Suisun, and San Francisco Bays, due to 
increased levels of petroleum hydrocarbons, oil, grease, and/or herbicides compared to existing 
site conditions.  As discussed in 8. Description of Project, Parking, above, the Master Plan 
includes a vegetated swale south and downstream of the proposed parking area, which would 
intercept to treat stormwater runoff from the parking area before it percolates to the permeable 
native soils underneath.  Potential impacts of herbicide use are discussed in Item VII.b.  The 
effects of stormwater runoff from the parking area and use of herbicides would be a potentially 
significant impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation 
of the following mitigation measures. 
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Mitigation Measure VIII-3:  A bioswale to intercept and treat storm water runoff from the 
parking area, as identified in Figure 5: Parking Area & Frontage Plan of the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan, shall be constructed in compliance with applicable Section 
C.3 stormwater regulations and the project’s Stormwater Control Plan required in 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2.

Mitigation Measure VIII-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure VII-2. 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level that would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)?   

Explanation:  Most of the project site is undeveloped, with vegetated, pervious surfaces.  
Impervious surfaces on the site include the main house, caretaker’s residence, and paved 
access roads.  The proposed project would demolish the main house, and possibly the 
caretaker’s residence.  Because any paving that exists at the bottom of the main house’s 
basement (and the caretaker’s residence, if demolished) would be broken during demolition, this 
would increase the area of pervious surfaces on the project site.  The project would also involve 
construction of a 15-space parking area and paved trails, which would add impervious surfaces 
to the project site, and result in a net increase in impervious surfaces on the site.  However, the 
net new impervious surface would be relatively small, and the new impervious surfaces would 
be isolated and adjacent to larger pervious areas.  The creation of additional impervious surface 
area by the project would therefore only minimally reduce the existing rate of surface water 
infiltration and groundwater recharge, and the project would not interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge. 

The project’s bathroom and drinking fountain/water tap near the bathroom would be plumbed to 
the nearby municipal water source; thus, groundwater usage would not be affected by the 
project, which, in any case, would not use substantial amounts of water. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not cause a significant lowering of an aquifer or 
groundwater table, or inhibit recharge of an aquifer, and this impact would be less than 
significant.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site?   
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Explanation:  The topography of the project site generally slopes downward from north to south, 
where it borders on Carquinez Strait.  Two existing drainages through the site discharge into the 
Strait.  Runoff from the site currently drains by sheet flow to the existing drainages and then to 
the Strait, or directly into the Strait.  The proposed project, after completion of construction, 
would not adversely or substantially affect these two drainages.  The project would regrade the 
western portion of the site, and place the excavated material in other areas of the site, as 
described in 8. Description of Project, Site Grading and Shoreline Protection, above, as well as 
place large rock “riprap” against the western and central shoreline to prevent further erosion.  
After regrading and placement of shoreline protection, stormwater would continue to flow toward 
Carquinez Strait, while the site’s drainage would be improved due to the creation of a more 
natural drainage pattern.  After vegetation has been re-established, the project would not 
increase the likelihood of erosion from the site.  The potentially significant impacts associated 
with construction erosion would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of the following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure VIII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Item VIII.c, above, stormwater from the project site drains to 
Carquinez Strait, via the two drainages on the site and/or sheet flow.  The project would not 
alter the course of any stream or river.  While the project would creating a more natural drainage 
pattern on the site, it would not substantially or adversely affect existing drainage patterns, or 
substantially increase the area of impervious surfaces on the site.  Therefore, the project would 
not substantially affect the potential for flooding on- or off-site, and this impact is less-than-
significant.

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

Explanation:  As described in Items VIII.a, VIII.c, and VIII.d, above, the project, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, would not generate substantial additional quantities of 
runoff water, or substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  Stormwater would continue to 
flow from the site directly to Carquinez Strait; no downstream stormwater drainage systems 
would be affected.  The existing Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD) storm 
water drains at the project site would not be substantially affected by the project.  The project’s 
impact on storm water drainage and water quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
VIII-1, VIII-2, VIII-3, VIII-4, and VIII-5, would be less than significant.
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f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Explanation: Effects on water quality from surface contaminants are a potentially significant
impact that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures VIII-1, VIII-2, VIII-3, VIII-4, and VIII-5. 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

Explanation:  The project would remove the main house and retain the existing caretaker’s 
residence, but would not construct any new housing.  In any case, the project site is located 
outside of the mapped 100-year floodplain.27  There would be no impact.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

Explanation:  The project site is located outside of the mapped 100-year floodplain28, and the 
project would not include any substantial structures that could impede or redirect flood flows.  
There would be no impact.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

Explanation:  The potential for flooding at the site, including flooding due to failure of a levee or 
dam, is nil because there are no reservoirs directly upslope of the project site.29  The project 
would not increase the potential for flooding, and there would be no impact.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

                                               
27 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Community-Panel 
Number 060374 0010 C, Revised February 22, 1983, Panel 10 of 20, and Community-Panel Number 
060631 0625 B, Revised August 2, 1982, Panel 625 of 725. 

28 Ibid. 

29 Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, 
Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005, page 5. 
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Explanation:  Tsunamis (seismic sea waves) are long-period waves that are typically caused by 
underwater disturbances (landslides), volcanic eruptions, or seismic events.  The site is located 
on the north side of Carquinez Strait.  Maximum shoreline run-up from a major Pacific Ocean 
tsunami wave is estimated to be less than ten feet along the Carquinez Strait.30  With the 
exception of the beach along the shoreline, the elevation of the project site exceeds ten feet. 

A seiche is a free or standing wave oscillation(s) of the surface of water in an enclosed or semi-
enclosed basin, such as San Francisco Bay, that may be initiated by an earthquake.31  Due to 
the lack of upstream reservoirs that could expose the site to hazard of seiche, and the relatively 
large size of Carquinez Strait with an inlet to the east and an outlet to the west, the hazard of 
seiche waves at the project site is interpreted to be low. 

The project site and surrounding area slopes upward near the site’s western, northern, and 
eastern boundaries; however, the project site is underlain by shallow bedrock and does not 
appear to have unconsolidated thick deposits of saturated alluvium (as discussed in Item VI.a.iii, 
above).  The project would involve placement of excavated fill on various parts of the site, but 
the depth of fill would be no more than 15 inches, which is not anticipated to substantially 
increase the risk of large-scale mudflow. 

While the project could result in a slightly increased number of visitors, it would not increase the 
risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant.

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING  —  Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?

Explanation:  The project site is surrounded on three sides by residential development, and 
borders Carquinez Strait on the remaining side.  The site is currently used on an informal basis 
for low-intensity recreational uses such as walking and fishing.  The proposed project would be 
constructed within the existing pattern of streets, and would not interfere with surrounding land 
uses, which would continue to interrelate as before.  The proposed project would not introduce 
any constraints to movement in the area, or otherwise divide the established residential 
community in the vicinity. 

The project would represent a continuation of the low-intensity recreational uses on the site, 
would not introduce any new uses to the area, and would enhance access by providing new 
trails and enhancing existing trails.  The project’s low-intensity recreational uses would be 
compatible with existing uses, and are not anticipated to have any substantial adverse effects 
on the surrounding residential uses.  This impact would be less than significant.
                                               
30 Ibid.

31 The ‘sloshing’ produced by seiches within enclosed water bodies commonly occurs during earthquakes 
on a small scale in swimming pools. 
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b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to, the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Explanation:  The project site is designated as Waterfront Commercial in the City of Vallejo 
General Plan, and is zoned as PF (Public Facility).  The 1999 General Plan identifies Public 
Facility as a “clearly compatible” zoning district in the Waterfront Commercial land use 
category.32  The public park improvements and related facilities of the proposed project would 
be conforming uses under this zoning.  Because residential use has occurred continuously on 
the site, residential use of the main house and caretaker’s residence is “grandfathered” as a 
non-conforming use. 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is a state agency 
that promotes environmental protection and public access.  BCDC has jurisdiction over the 
waters and shoreline of the Bay and a 100-foot band beyond the shoreline.  BCDC published a 
Bay Plan in 1968 to provide a general vision of the use and improvement of the Bay.  The Plan 
has been regularly amended and updated.  The map covering the Vallejo area, last amended in 
2002, shows the Glen Cove site as a “waterfront park and beach” and includes a policy 
statement for the Carquinez Strait Shoreline: “Continuous public access should be provided 
along the bluff top and shoreline of Carquinez Strait and views of the water from shoreline vista 
points should be preserved.”  The proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan is 
consistent with the Bay Plan goals and policies. 

The San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail are two regional trail systems that 
have long planned a shared trail alignment through the site, ideally as close to the water as 
possible.  The Master Plan includes a Bay/Ridge Trail route and thus would be consistent with 
plans for a shared trail alignment through the site. 

A variety of additional regulations may apply to the project.  A more detailed review of the 
project’s consistency with all applicable development standards will be performed as part of the 
development review process.  However, no conflicts with applicable plans or policies adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect were identified during the 
course of this environmental review.  There would be no impact on plans and policies. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

Explanation:  See Item IV.f, above. 

                                               
32 City of Vallejo, Vallejo General Plan, July 1999, page III-26.
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X.  MINERAL RESOURCES  —Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

Explanation:  There are no mineral resources on the site as identified in the Natural Resources 
Element of the Vallejo General Plan.33  The proposed project would not result in the loss of 
availability of known mineral resources, and there would no impact.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Item X.a, above, there are no identified mineral resources at the 
site.  The proposed project would not involve substantial development at the site that could 
reduce or preclude the availability of any undiscovered mineral resources on the site.  There 
would be no impact.

XI.  NOISE  —  Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

Explanation:  The project site contains one occupied residence, one unoccupied residence, and 
a sewer pump station, but is primarily undeveloped.  Surrounding development consists of 
residential uses and neighborhood-serving streets.  There are no generators of substantial 
noise in the vicinity such as heavily-traveled arterial streets, and the site and vicinity have 
relatively low levels of ambient noise.  The proposed project would continue the types of low-
intensity recreational uses that currently exist informally on the site.  With the exception of short-
term construction noise, which is discussed in Item XI.d, below, the project would not introduce 
any substantial noise generators to the site.  The project could result in a slightly increased 
number of visitors, but the additional vehicle trips generated would not perceptibly or 
substantially change existing noise levels.  This impact would be less than significant.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

                                               
33 City of Vallejo, Vallejo General Plan, July 1999, XI.D. Mineral Resources, page XI-5. 
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Explanation:  There are no existing sources of substantial vibration in the project vicinity.  The 
project, which would continue the low-intensity recreational uses that currently occur informally 
at the site, would not introduce any new sources of vibration, with the possible exception of 
short-term construction vibration.  Any vibration that may be generated during construction 
would be limited in duration and is anticipated to be below the level that could damage adjacent 
structures.  For these reasons, possible construction-generated vibration would not be 
considered significant.  The impact of the project on vibration would be less-than-significant.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Item XI.a, above, the proposed project would not generate a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above the existing 
levels.  This impact would be less than significant.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

Explanation:  Project construction may result in substantial temporary increases in noise in the 
project vicinity.  City of Vallejo Municipal Code (§7.84.010 General prohibition--Loud 
unnecessary and unusual noise) regulates construction noise as follows: 

“7.84.010 General prohibition--Loud unnecessary and unusual noise. 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of the Vallejo Municipal Code and in addition 
thereto, it shall be unlawful for any person to willfully make or continue, or cause to be 
made or continued, any loud, unnecessary, and unusual noise which disturbs the peace 
or quiet of any neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any 
reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area.  The standard which 
may be considered in determining whether a violation of the provisions of this chapter 
exist may include, but not be limited to, the following: 
A. The level of noise; 
B. Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual; 
C. Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural; 
D. The level and intensity of the background noise, if any; 
E. The proximity of the noise to residential sleeping facilities; 
F. The nature and zoning of the area within which the noise emanates; 
G. The density of the inhabitation of the area within which the noise emanates; 
H. The time of the day and night the noise occurs; 
I. The duration of the noise; 
J. Whether the noise is recurrent, intermittent, or constant; and 
K. Whether the noise is produced by a commercial or noncommercial activity.” 
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Project compliance with these existing code requirements and implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would reduce the impacts associated with construction noise to a less-than-
significant level. 

Mitigation Measure XI-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall require the construction 
contractor(s) to: 

Use noise shielding and muffling devices on construction equipment that comply 
with all applicable standards and regulations; and 
Limit construction activity to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

Explanation:  The project is not located within an airport land plan or within two miles of an 
airport.  There would be no impact.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Explanation:  The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  There would be no
impact.

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING —  Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Explanation:  The proposed project site would not involve any new residences or businesses.  
The project would involve minor additions to infrastructure, including a small parking lot (15 
spaces) and extensions of the San Francisco Bay and Ridge Trails, which would facilitate 
continued use of the site for low-intensity recreation.  The project vicinity is already developed, 
and served by sewer and water mains and a roadway network, which would not be changed by 
the proposed project.  The minor infrastructure improvements site would not have substantial 
growth-inducing effects, and the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project would be less 
than significant.
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Explanation:  There are two existing dwelling units on the site, the occupied caretaker’s 
residence and the unoccupied main house, which is in deteriorated condition and has been unfit 
for habitation for many years.  The project would involve demolition of the main house, which 
could potentially be renovated to make it fit for occupancy.  The caretaker’s residence may also 
be demolished.  Loss of one unoccupied, unfit dwelling unit, and possibly the occupied 
caretaker’s residence, would not constitute a substantial loss of housing, and the impact of the 
project on existing housing would be less-than-significant.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?

Explanation:  The main house on the site that would be demolished has been unoccupied for 
many years.  The Master Plan calls for the occupied caretaker’s residence on the site to be 
retained and repaired, in which case there would be no displacement of residents.  However, 
the Master Plan may be modified and the caretaker’s residence demolished.  In this case, one 
existing resident (the caretaker) on the project site would be displaced.  This would not 
necessitate the construction of substantial amounts of replacement housing, and this impact 
would be less-than-significant.

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the following public services: 

a) Fire protection? 

Explanation: The Vallejo Fire Department would continue to provide fire protection and 
emergency medical service to the proposed park project.  The Fire Department is currently 
staffed by 123 employees in seven divisions.  The nearest fire stations to the project site are 
Station 6 located at 1335 Fulton Avenue, and Station 2, located at 700 Fifth Street.  Paramedics 
assigned to each station provide Advanced Life Support for each resident within four to five 
minutes. 
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The proposed project would continue the low-intensity recreational uses that currently occur 
informally on the site.  The project, by demolishing the main house, would reduce the risk of 
structural fires on the site.  It is anticipated that there would be no substantial change in the 
number and type of fire protection and emergency medical service calls due to the proposed 
project, and no new or altered fire protection facilities would be required.  The impact of the 
proposed project on fire protection would be less than significant.

b) Police protection? 

Explanation:  Police protection is provided to the site by the Vallejo Police Department.  In 
addition to the main police station at 111 Amador Street, the Department maintains three 
substations.  The substation nearest to the project site is the South Community Station located 
at 300 Sonoma Boulevard. 

The proposed project would continue the low-intensity recreational uses that currently occur 
informally on the site.  The project, by demolishing the main house, would remove the 
potentially attractive nuisance of an empty dwelling from the site.  It is anticipated that there 
would be no substantial change in the number and type of police protection calls due to the 
proposed project, and no new or altered police protection facilities would be required.  The 
impact of the proposed project on police protection would be less than significant.

c) Schools? 

Explanation:  The project site is located within the Vallejo City Unified School District.  A 
caretaker residing at the site could potentially have up to several children, who may attend 
nearby public schools.  Several additional students, distributed among different grade levels, 
would not be substantial in relation to existing enrollments, and the impact on schools would be 
less than significant.

d) Parks? 

Explanation:  The Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) is a special service district that 
began operations in 1945 to serve the community of Vallejo with recreation programs, parks, 
open space, and facilities.  GVRD operates four community parks and 19 neighborhood parks 
located throughout the city; providing park and recreation services to over 121,000 people.  The 
Glen Cove Waterfront Park site was purchased in 1983 by GVRD and the City of Vallejo using 
park facilities fees from development, with the intent to improve it as a community park.  The 
proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park project would implement this intent, and would enhance 
the recreational opportunities available to Vallejo residents.  This would be a beneficial impact 
on park services; there would be no adverse impact.
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e) Other public facilities? 

Explanation:  Neither the construction nor the operation of the proposed project would 
significantly affect government services other than those discussed in Items XIII.a through 
XIII.d, above. 

XIV.  RECREATION  — 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

Explanation:  The project would enhance recreational opportunities at the site, and could 
increase usage at the Glen Cove Waterfront Park above the current levels of informal use; but 
would not substantially increase usage at other nearby parks and recreational facilities.  
Therefore, no substantial physical deterioration of existing offsite recreation facilities is 
anticipated.  This impact would be less than significant.

Impacts on the Glen Cove Waterfront Park site itself are discussed in Item XIV.b, below. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would consist of enhancement of low-intensity recreational 
facilities at the project site (which is currently used informally for similar low-intensity recreation).  
Although the increase in use at the site is not anticipated to be substantial, construction and 
operation of the park facilities could have adverse physical impacts on the environment.  As 
discussed in Items I through XVI of this Initial Study, implementation of Mitigation Measures III-1 
through XVI-4 would reduce all potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

XV.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  — Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase 
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in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections? 

Explanation:  The project site is located within a residential neighborhood.  Vehicle access to 
the site is via a cul-de-sac at the southern terminus of Whitesides Drive, a two-lane local street.  
Public access to Whitesides Drive is via Glen Cove Parkway and South Regatta Drive, a minor 
arterial and major collector street, respectively.  Traffic levels on Whitesides Drive and other 
nearby streets are generally moderate to light. 

Project construction would temporarily generate vehicle traffic transporting workers, materials, 
and supplies during the construction period.  Construction workers’ vehicle trips would be 
concentrated during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods, but the number of vehicles would be 
relatively small.  Trucks delivering materials and supplies would be distributed throughout the 
day.  For these reasons, and because of the temporary nature of the impact and the relatively 
light levels of traffic on nearby streets, the impact of construction workers’ vehicles and 
construction-related trucks would be less than significant.

The proposed project would include a new parking area with 15 spaces, and could add a small 
increment of additional users on a daily basis, but the number of additional potential users 
would be dispersed throughout the day, and would be too small to have a significant impact on 
the level of service of nearby intersections and roads.  This operational impact would be less 
than significant.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways? 

Explanation:  See Item XV.a, above. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would not affect air traffic patterns.  There would be no
impact.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 
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Explanation:  The project site is located at the southern terminus of Whitesides Drive, from 
which a short driveway would lead to the western end of a new 15-space parking area.  A single 
width gate at the eastern end of the parking area (farthest from Whitesides Drive) would exclude 
public vehicles while allowing access for maintenance vehicles.  Due to the small size and 
simple layout of the parking area, its proximity to Whitesides Drive, and the exclusion of public 
vehicles from the remainder of the project site, no substantial safety problems are anticipated. 

Some of the existing trails on the site would be improved, while new trails would be constructed 
to current standards; thus, no project-related significant safety hazards for users are anticipated. 

The impact of the proposed project on transportation safety would be less-than-significant.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Items XV.a and XV.d above, the proposed project would not 
substantially affect local intersection operations, roadway operations, or transportation safety, 
and the project would not adversely affect access to the site.  Therefore, the impact on 
emergency access would be less than significant.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

Explanation:  Informal users of the project site currently park at or near the cul-de-sac at the 
terminus of Whitesides Drive, or on other nearby streets.  Curbside parking for as many as 165 
cars exists within 1,000 feet of the entrance on Whitesides Drive, and there is generally 
sufficient parking for the current low-intensity use of the site.  The project would provide 15 
parking spaces in a new parking area, which would increase the number of parking spaces for 
park users, reduce the impacts on adjacent residents of public parking along the street, 
accommodate people with disabilities or small children who may have difficulty traveling longer 
distances, and generally serve GVRD constituents who do not live near the park.  It would also 
allow the cul-de-sac at the end of Whitesides Drive to be marked to restrict parking, which would 
aid in preventing night-time use of the park.  The project would continue the low-intensity 
recreational uses that currently occur informally at the site and is not anticipated to substantially 
increase the number of users.  Therefore, the number of parking spaces provided as part of the 
project would be adequate, and the impact on parking would be less than significant.

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would not conflict with bus or bicycle transportation, or with 
any policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.  There would be no 
impact.
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XVI.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Explanation:  Wastewater treatment for the project site provided by the Vallejo Sanitation and 
Flood Control District (VSFCD) treatment plant at 450 Ryder Street in southwestern Vallejo.  
The proposed project would include a restroom that would be connected to an existing sewer 
main at the site.  Wastewater generated by park users, and resident(s) of the caretaker’s 
residence if it is retained, would consist of typical domestic wastewater that is not anticipated to 
exceed the RWQCB wastewater treatment requirements.  The impact on wastewater treatment 
requirements would be less than significant.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

Explanation:  Water service to the project site would be provided by the City of Vallejo water 
system, via a water service lateral from Whitesides Drive.  The project is well below the 
minimum size for which a Water Supply Assessment (WSA), as defined in Senate Bill 610 
(Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001), is required.  The restroom and drinking fountain and/or running 
water that would be provided near the restroom would require incremental additional water 
supplies.  As described in 8. Description of Project, Vegetation Management and Habitat 
Restoration, above, the site would be revegeted with native plants and/or drought-tolerant 
species, which would not require irrigation after they become established.  Drip irrigation would 
be provided to the plantings in the northwestern and parking areas, at least during the 
establishment period; however, this would not be a significant use of water. 

Wastewater collection is available from an existing Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District 
(VSFCD) sewer main passing through the site, and treatment is provided by the District’s 
treatment plant.  Wastewater generated by park users, and resident(s) of the caretaker’s 
residence if it is retained, would be a negligible increase over the current small level of 
wastewater generated by the existing caretaker’s residence, and no construction or expansion 
of collection or treatment facilities would be required. 

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on water and wastewater 
treatment facilities. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
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cause significant environmental effects? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Items VIII.c and VIII.d, above, the proposed project would not 
substantially or adversely alter the drainage pattern in the project area, and therefore would not 
require new or expanded drainage facilities.  The project would have a less than significant
impact. 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Explanation:  See Item XVI.b, above. 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Explanation:  See Items XVI.a and XVI.b, above. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

Explanation:  Solid waste from Vallejo is hauled to the Devlin Road Transfer Station, located at 
889 Devlin Road in American Canyon, where it is processed and then hauled to the Keller 
Canyon Landfill near Pittsburg in Contra Costa County.  The Keller Canyon Landfill currently 
has an estimated 24 years of remaining capacity (closure date 2030).34  Although solid waste 
generated by the construction and operation of the proposed project would be small in 
comparison to the total quantities disposed, and most of the green (plant) waste generated by 
construction of the project would be composted, landfill disposal capacity is a diminishing 
resource that is difficult and expensive to expand or develop at new sites, and project-generated 
waste would contribute to the exhaustion of the capacity of the Keller Canyon Landfill.  
Furthermore, the City of Vallejo, as are all jurisdictions in California, is legally obligated to divert 
50 percent of the waste stream from disposal.  This would be a potentially significant impact 
on landfill capacity, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation 
of the following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-1: Prior to the initiation of project construction, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare a recycling plan to cover all phases of project 

                                               
34 California Integrated Waste Management Board, online Solid Waste Information System (SWIS), 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=07-AA-0032&OUT=HTML, accessed 27 
January 2006.
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construction.  The recycling plan shall identify a strategy for handling all waste materials 
that will be generated during construction and demolition, in order to divert a minimum of 
50 percent by weight.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall provide summary report of the 
diversion to the City. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-2: The trash receptacles provided with the project’s picnic 
tables shall include separate containers for collection of recyclable materials such as 
glass, paper, plastic, and tin/aluminum cans, and shall provide for the regular collection 
of these materials from the project site throughout the life of the project. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Explanation:  The proposed project would be required to comply with all laws and regulations 
pertaining to solid waste.  The project’s effect on landfill capacity is a potentially significant
impact, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementation of the 
following mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-1. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-2. 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  — 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

Explanation:  As discussed in Items III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, and XVI, construction and/or operation 
of the proposed project could have adverse effects in the areas of air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, and utilities and service systems.  Mitigation Measures identified in Items III, 
IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, and XVI would reduce all these potential impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
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incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.)

Explanation:  Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would have 
cumulatively considerable impacts.

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

Explanation:  Potential impacts on people are identified in this document in the discussions on 
air quality, geology and soils, and hazards and hazardous materials (Items III, VI, and VII, 
respectively).  Implementation Measures contained in this Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration would reduce all these potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

REPORT PREPARATION 

This Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared by Michael Kent & 
Associates, with biological analysis by the Environmental Collaborative, cultural resources 
analysis by Holman & Associates, and geotechnical analysis by Kleinfelder, Inc. 

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures have been identified in this document to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to less–than–significant levels. 

Air Quality:

Mitigation Measure III-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall reduce the severity of 
project construction–period dust impacts by requiring implementation of the following 
dust control measures by contractors during construction: 

m) Watering shall be used twice daily to control dust generation at active 
construction areas, including excavation, grading, and site preparation activities. 

n) Cover all trucks and earthmoving equipment hauling debris, soils, sand and other 
loose materials, or require all trucks and earthmoving equipment to maintain at 
least two feet of freeboard. 

o) Use dust–proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever feasible. 

p) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non–toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

q) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, including affected 
public roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

X
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r) Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent public streets. 

s) Require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such 
means as prohibiting idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks 
are waiting in queues, and implementing specific maintenance programs to 
reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the 
construction period. 

t) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

u) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to all stockpiles 
of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be blown by the wind. 

v) Limit traffic on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

w) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways. 

x) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

Biological Resources:

Mitigation Measure IV-1: To avoid impacts to nesting birds, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement one of the following: 

A. Tree removal shall occur in the fall (October through December), or: 

B. Prior to removal of any tree, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey to determine if the tree contains any occupied nest(s).  The survey shall occur 
within 14 days prior to the initiation of tree removal during the early part of the breeding 
season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of these 
activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through September).  An 
active nest would be indicated by one or more of the following: 

4. Incubation behavior of adults (e.g., regular periods of “disappearance” into the 
same location followed by short, secretive flights to forage). 

5. Extreme distress and alarm calls when in close vicinity of the nest tree. 

6. Observation of food being carried on the beak or talons to the nest. 

Trees that contain active nest(s) shall be removed only during the fall (October through 
December).  An adequate buffer shall be established around the nest tree as determined 
by the qualified biologist, but providing no less than a 100-foot no disturbance zone 
around the nest tree.  Trees that have been surveyed and do not contain any active 
nests may be removed at any time, as long as they are not contained any required no-
disturbance zone of an active nest, in which case they shall remain until the nest tree is 
removed. 

Mitigation Measure IV-2: To avoid impacts to roosting bats, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall implement the following: 
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Building demolition (main house, and caretaker/s residence if demolished) shall occur 
between February 15 to April 15 or from August 15 to October 15 to minimize the 
likelihood of removal during the winter roosting period when individuals are less active 
and more difficult to detect, and the critical pupping period (April 16 to August 14) when 
young can not disperse. 

A pre-construction survey for roosting bats shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 14 days prior to building demolition.  To determine presence or absence of bats, 
the survey shall be conducted by a biologist with experience surveying for bats, focusing 
on the attic area of structures to be demolished.  If no special-status bats are identified 
during the pre-construction survey(s), then no impacts to these bats would be expected 
to occur from demolition. 

If, however, any special-status bats are identified in any of the structure(s) proposed for 
removal, reproductive status shall be determined, and appropriate measures developed 
to allow for passive relocation through building exclusions and other methods.  
Additional recommendations may be made by the qualified bat specialist following the 
pre-demolition survey, such as opening the roof of the structures, monitoring of 
demolition, and other measures to avoid take of individual bats. 

Restrictions on timing of demolition and conduct of the pre-construction survey(s) would 
prevent direct take of individuals or destruction of any maternity roost locations in active 
use.  No immediate replacement of roosting habitat is currently recommended.  If a 
maternity roost or occupied roost is detected during the pre-construction survey(s), 
CDFG shall be notified and consulted to determine if protection measures are adequate 
and if replacement for loss of occupied habitat is required. 

Mitigation Measure IV-3: The: project sponsor (GVRD) shall obtain appropriate 
authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for modifications along the 
shoreline, and (if required) from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or California 
Department of Fish and Game for modifications to the drainage west of the Stremmel 
main house.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall also obtain Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

Mitigation Measure IV-4: All use of herbicides shall be controlled as described in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan and stipulated in Mitigation 
Measure VII-2, including the use of Best Management Practices, compliance with State 
Guidelines, and herbicide application by certified technicians only.

Mitigation Measure IV-5: As required in Mitigation Measure VIII-1, the project sponsor 
(GVRD) shall develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to control construction-related erosion and sedimentation and, as required in Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a Stormwater 
Control Plan to control operational runoff from the project site. 

Cultural Resources:

Mitigation Measure V-1: All earth-disturbing activities at the project site, including 
connection of the caretaker’s residence to sewer and/or water lines, installation and 
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maintenance of walls at the caretaker’s residence, excavation at the proposed parking 
area and restroom, any excavation of contaminated soil associated with the 
underground storage tank near the main house, and all earth-disturbing activities within 
the Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, shall be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist.  Archaeological monitoring for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 
area shall be conducted under a written Archaeological Monitoring Agreement.  Such an 
Agreement shall provide for, at a minimum: 

a)  Timely notification prior to any excavations; 

b)  Monitoring during all earth-moving or soil disturbing activities, however minor, 
until and unless the monitor determines that no impacts to potentially significant 
archaeological materials will occur; 

c)  Specific requirements that archaeological monitors be notified immediately if 
potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered anywhere in the 
absence of an onsite monitor; 

d)  Authority of the onsite archaeological monitor to halt excavations if potentially 
significant archaeological materials or human remains are encountered; 

e)  Time and space to record, photograph and map, recover, retrieve, and/or remove 
any archaeological materials and data during the construction process; 

f)  Time and funding for laboratory cleaning, cataloging, analysis, and preparation 
for permanent curation of any and all recovered data and materials after onsite 
monitoring ends; and 

g)  Time and funding for a Final Report of findings, to incorporate data developed for 
this report as appropriate and data developed by monitoring and analysis; additional 
historical and/or archival research may also be warranted.  In addition to reporting to 
the project sponsor (GVRD), copies of the Final Report must be submitted to the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System for inclusion in the permanent archives, and another copy shall accompany 
any curated archaeological materials and data.  Archaeological data, reports, and 
recovered materials are and will remain the property of the property owners. 

Archaeological identification, inventory, evaluation, research and mitigation under 
provisions of CEQA, if any, shall be completely reported in a comprehensive manner, 
incorporating all methods used and data gained, thorough current scientific analysis of 
all data, and interpretation of any archaeological resources within a regional 
archaeological framework.  Qualified professional archaeologists shall complete the 
report to current professional standards, and the data shall be made available to other 
qualified researchers following completion of the Final Report.  Appropriate specialized, 
focused scientific analytic techniques shall be applied (e.g., radiocarbon dating, obsidian 
sourcing and hydration, typological studies, geomorphological studies, faunal analysis, 
etc.).  Obtaining, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting archaeological data from the 
project area would serve as mitigative compensation for any project-related impacts to 
resources. 
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Mitigation Measure V-2:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and construction contractors 
shall be prepared to respond appropriately if heretofore undetected archaeological 
resources are encountered anywhere in the project area. 

To set up and facilitate both the recommended monitoring and the response procedure 
required under CEQA, a pre-construction meeting shall be arranged involving 
responsible project personnel, both onsite and managerial supervisory construction 
personnel, and the archaeological monitors.  The purpose of this meeting will be to 
familiarize all involved parties with the provisions of this plan.  Construction contractors 
shall be prepared to halt and/or relocate work while finds are identified, recorded, 
evaluated, and if warranted, mitigative activities carried out.  In virtually all reasonably 
foreseeable circumstances, the appropriate mitigation action will be recording and 
removal of archaeological objects and data from the project area. 

Supervisory and construction personnel shall therefore be made aware of the possibility 
of encountering archaeological materials in this sensitive zone.  In this area, the most 
common and recognizable evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are deposits 
of marine shell, usually in fragments (mussels, oysters, clams, abalone, crabs, etc.), 
and/or faunal bone (deer, marine mammals, etc.), usually in a dark fine-grained soil 
(midden); stone flakes left from manufacturing stone tools, or the tools themselves 
(mortars, pestles, arrowheads and spear points); and human burials, often as dislocated 
bones.  Historic materials older than 45 years (bottles, artifacts, trash pits, structural 
remains, etc.) may also have scientific and cultural significance and should be more 
readily identified.  If during the proposed construction project any such evidence is 
uncovered or encountered, all excavations within 10 meters/30 feet shall be halted long 
enough to call in the monitoring archaeologists to assess the situation and propose 
appropriate measures. 

Mitigation Measure V-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) and contractors must be 
prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regards to the 
discovery of human remains during construction.  In the event that any human remains 
are encountered during site disturbance, all ground–disturbing work shall cease 
immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in 
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

Mitigation Measure V-4: If any paleontological resources are encountered during site 
grading or other construction activities, all ground disturbance shall be halted until the 
services of a qualified paleontologist can be retained to identify and evaluate the 
resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to document and 
prevent any significant adverse effects on the resource(s). 

Geology and Soils:

Mitigation Measure VI-1:  As recommended by the project geotechnical report 
(Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and Geological Evaluation, Glen Cove Waterfront Park 
Master Plan, Whitesides Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005), all project 
improvements shall be designed in accordance with current earthquake resistance 
standards for the area as outlined in the California Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. 
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Mitigation Measure VI-2:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

Mitigation Measure VI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 

Mitigation Measure VI-4:  Prior to initiation of grading, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
obtain a City grading permit, and shall comply with all requirements of the grading 
permit. 

Mitigation Measure VI-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VI-1. 

Hazardous Materials:

Mitigation Measure VII-1:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 

Mitigation Measure VII-2:  All use of herbicides in project construction and maintenance 
shall comply with all restrictions and procedures for herbicide use identified in the 
Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), including: 

e) Use of professional consultants and contractors to coordinate or perform the initial 
major invasive species removal, re-contouring, and native seeding and planting 
efforts.  Chemical treatment of the invasive species shall be carefully controlled 
according to the California Department of Pesticide Regulations and the Solano 
County Agricultural Commissioner using Best Management Practices to prevent 
exposure to park users, avoid sensitive aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective 
and appropriate products available at the time field work is performed. 

f) Employed trained professionals, with appropriate certification and licensing as a Pest 
Control Operator for use of non-restricted materials registered for use in Solano 
County, to perform all herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices shall be 
used during all herbicide applications, considering latest standards for products used 
for target species.  Factors to be considered during herbicide application shall 
include wind and weather conditions, timing of initial and subsequent treatments, 
specific product and concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native 
cover to be preserved or established on the site. 

g) The public shall be notified of treatment areas prior to herbicide application through 
use of temporary signage posted no less than 24 hours in advance of application, 
identifying the product to be used, explaining health risks, and including a contact 
person and phone number to answer any questions.  Signs shall be posted at the 
entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatment area at 50-foot intervals or 
as necessary to visibly delineate the boundaries of the treatment area.  Within the 
Cultural Resource Area and its 50-foot buffer area, sign post holes shall not be 
allowed to penetrate into the native ground under the soil cap. 

h) Disturbance to the central drainage shall be avoided during recontouring and 
placement of the fill cap.  Any foliar spray application within five feet of surface 
waters shall be restricted to an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

Mitigation Measure VII-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall implement the following: 
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Step 1:  Identification of Soils to be Excavated/Disturbed

The construction documents for the proposed project shall identify the precise locations 
of soil to be excavated or disturbed.  If the areas to be excavated or disturbed are within 
or near the previously-planned parking area along the northwest boundary of the site 
identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report (Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, California, Master 
Plan Report, Amphion Environmental, Inc., November 1, 1988), or other areas that may 
contain hazardous levels of lead based on the findings of Draft Removal Action 
Completion Report (Harding Lawson Associates, Letter Report to: Ms. Annina Antonio, 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Re: Draft Removal Action Completion 
Report, Assessment of Lead in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Vallejo, 
California, 21 May 1997), then Step 2 below shall be implemented. 

Step 2:  Determination of Presence of Lead-Contaminated Soils

Prior to approval of a building permit for the project, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in which soil 
would be excavated or disturbed, and test the soil samples for total lead.  The consultant 
shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples.  The consultant shall 
prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the soil testing 
and a map that shows the locations of soils from which the consultant collected the soil 
samples. 

The project sponsor (GVRD) shall contact the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and submit the report on the soil testing for lead.  If the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or 
above a potentially hazardous level, no further mitigation measures with regard to lead-
contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 

Step 3:  Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan:

If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the DTSC determines that the soils 
on the project site that are planned to be excavated or disturbed are contaminated with 
lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DTSC shall determine if preparation of 
a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted.  If such a plan is requested by the DTSC, the 
SMP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of soils on the project 
site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, including, but 
not limited to:  1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., 
encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); 2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site 
and a brief justification; and 3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and 
dispose of contaminated soils on the site.  The SMP shall be submitted to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District to become part of the case file. 

Step 4:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils

(a)  specific work practices:  If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, the 
DTSC determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or 
above potentially hazardous levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the 
presence of such soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site 
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(detected through soil odor, color, texture, and results of on-site soil testing), and shall 
be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately 
(i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA lead-safe work 
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 
(b)  dust suppression:  Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both 
during and after work hours. 
(c)  surface water runoff control:  Where soils are stockpiled, visquene shall be used to 
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain 
any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
(d)  soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used 
to bring portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated 
and removed, up to construction grade. 
(e)  hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by 
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately 
covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a 
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

Step 5:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to the DTSC for 
review and approval.  The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation 
measures in the SMP for handling and removing lead-contaminated soils from the 
project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these mitigation 
measures, and how and why the construction contractor modified those mitigation 
measures. 

Mitigation Measure VII-4:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall, in coordination with the 
Solano County Department of Environmental Management, determine an appropriate 
disposition for the UST located east of the main house (removal or abandonment in 
place).  The type of closure selected shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid 
disturbance to the cultural resource protection area.  If required by the Solano County 
Department of Environmental Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) also shall retain 
a qualified environmental professional to assess the presence and extent of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination related to the underground storage tank (UST), in 
conformance with state and local guidelines and regulations. 

If sampling identifies surface and/or subsurface contamination, the area shall be 
remediated in accordance with the standards, regulations, and determinations of local, 
state, and federal regulatory agencies.  All earth-disturbing activities conducted during 
remediation shall comply with Mitigation Measures V-1 (which requires monitoring by a 
qualified archaeologist), V-2, V-3, and V-4.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
coordinate with the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and any 
other applicable regulatory agencies to adopt contaminant-specific remediation target 
levels.  The excavated soil shall be removed and disposed of at an approved disposal 
facility. 

If required by the Solano County Department of Environmental Management, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and implement a site-specific health and safety plan to 
mitigate potential hazards to construction workers and the general public during 
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remediation.  The health and safety plan shall meet the requirements of federal, state, 
and local environmental and worker safety laws.  Specific information to be provided in 
the plan shall include identification of contaminants, potential hazards, material handling 
procedures, dust suppression methods, personal protection clothing and devices, 
controlled access to the site, health and safety training requirements, monitoring 
equipment to be used during remediation to verify health and safety of the workers and 
the public, measures to protect public health and safety, and emergency response 
procedures. 

All reports and plans prepared in accordance with this mitigation measure shall be 
provided to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management and to any 
other appropriate agencies identified by the Solano County Department of 
Environmental Management.  If the UST and/or contaminated soil is removed from the 
site, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall, after all hazardous materials have been removed 
and soil and groundwater analysis and other activities have been completed as 
appropriate, submit to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management 
(and any other agencies identified by the Solano County Department of Environmental 
Management) a report stating that the mitigation measure has been implemented.  The 
report shall describe the steps taken to comply with the mitigation measure and include 
all verifying documentation.  The report shall be certified by an REA or similarly qualified 
individual who states that the mitigation measure has been implemented, and specifying 
the actions that have been implemented. 

Mitigation Measure VII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measures VII-1, VII-2, VII-3, and VII-4. 

Hydrology and Water Quality:

Mitigation Measure VIII-1: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
SWPPP for construction of the proposed project, as required by the SWRCB and San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The SWPPP shall 
include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

Source identification; 

Preparation of a site map; 

Description of construction materials, practices, and equipment storage and 
maintenance; 

List of pollutants likely to contact storm water 

Estimate of the construction site area and percent impervious area;  

Erosion and sedimentation control practices, including soils stabilization, 
revegetation, and runoff control to limit increases in sediment in storm water runoff, 
such as detention basins, straw bales, silt fences, check dams, geofabrics, drainage 
swales, and sandbag dikes; 

Proposed construction dewatering plans;  

List of provisions to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm water; 
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Description of waste management practices; and 

Maintenance and training practices. 

Mitigation Measure VIII-2: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implement a 
Stormwater Control Plan for the proposed project as required by applicable regulations, 
in compliance with Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing discharges 
from the municipal storm drain systems.  The Stormwater Control Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following elements: 

Description of site features and conditions that constrain, or provide opportunities for, 
stormwater control. 

Description of site design characteristics that protect natural resources. 

Description of site design characteristics, building features, and pavement selections 
that reduce imperviousness of the site. 

Tabulation of pervious and impervious area, showing self-retaining areas and areas 
tributary to each infiltration, treatment, or hydrograph modification BMP (Best 
Management Practice). 

Preliminary designs for each treatment or hydrograph modification management 
BMP. 

Identified pollutant source areas and for each, the source control measure(s) used to 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 

Identification of any conflicts with codes or requirements or other anticipated 
obstacles to implementing the Stormwater Control Plan. 

General description of maintenance needs for treatment/hydrograph modification 
BMPs. 

Means by which BMP maintenance will be financed and implemented in perpetuity. 

Statement accepting responsibility for operation and maintenance of treatment 
BMPs. 

Mitigation Measure VIII-3:  A bioswale to intercept and treat storm water runoff from the 
parking area, as identified in Figure 5: Parking Area & Frontage Plan of the Glen Cove 
Waterfront Park Master Plan, shall be constructed in compliance with applicable Section 
C.3 stormwater regulations and the project’s Stormwater Control Plan required in 
Mitigation Measure VIII-2.

Mitigation Measure VIII-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure VII-2. 

Mitigation Measure VIII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1.

Noise
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Mitigation Measure XI-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall require the construction 
contractor(s) to: 

Use noise shielding and muffling devices on construction equipment that comply 
with all applicable standards and regulations; and 
Limit construction activity to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 

Utilities and Service Systems:

Mitigation Measure XVI-1: Prior to the initiation of project construction, the project 
sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare a recycling plan to cover all phases of project 
construction.  The recycling plan shall identify a strategy for handling all waste materials 
that will be generated during construction and demolition, in order to divert a minimum of 
50 percent by weight.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall provide summary report of the 
diversion to the City. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-2: The trash receptacles provided with the project’s picnic 
tables shall include separate containers for collection of recyclable materials such as 
glass, paper, plastic, and tin/aluminum cans, and shall provide for the regular collection 
of these materials from the project site throughout the life of the project. 

Mitigation Measure XVI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-1

Mitigation Measure XVI-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-2.
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 1 Final Environmental Impact Report 
 Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 

I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
A.  PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The Greater Vallejo Recreation District (GVRD) proposes to implement 
Waterfront Park Master Plan at a fifteen acre site located in southern Vallejo, o
of the Carquinez Strait, owned by the District since 1983.  In 1988, a Master 
CEQA Initial Study were prepared for the park, but that Master Plan was not im
current Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, which is the subje

the Glen Cove 
n the north side 

Plan Report and 
plemented.  The 

ct of this Environmental 
o return the site to a more natural condition, and 

ied by an Initial 
Greater Vallejo 

R). 

o the NOP (see 
nses regarding 

embers at public 
ine the scope of 
tudy, which was 
 to explain the 

significant.  The 
t, with the exception of historic cultural resources, all impacts of the project 

could be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures identified in the Initial 
pacts on historic 
 growth-inducing 
 been received.  
ment were not 

uired to consult 
 elements of the 
 comment on the 
istributed by the 

007. 

e comments on 
responds to 

uring the formal 
public review period.  This Final EIR (containing comments and responses), together with the 
Draft EIR, will constitute the two-volume Final EIR (FEIR) that will be considered by GVRD 
during the project approval process.  This EIR is intended to provide sufficient environmental 
documentation to allow the GVRD Board of Directors to make an informed decision concerning 
the proposed project.  The FEIR also will be reviewed and used by Responsible Agencies that 
grant other permits, including the City of Vallejo, San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Glen 
Cove Maintenance Assessment District, Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District (VSFCD), 

Impact Report (EIR), has the primary objective t
is substantially different from the previous Master Plan. 

B.  THE CEQA PROCESS 
A Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (NOP), accompan
Study, for the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park was published by the 
Recreation District on August 22, 2006 (see Appendices A and B of the Draft EI

State and local agencies and concerned members of the public responded t
Appendix C of the Draft EIR).  Applicable comments in the NOP respo
environmental issues, along with comments by the public and GVRD Board m
meetings conducted as part of the park planning process, were used to determ
the Draft EIR.  The scope of the Draft EIR was also determined by the Initial S
used to focus the Draft EIR on the effects determined to be significant and
reasons for determining that other potentially significant effects would not be 
Initial Study found tha

Study.  As a result of the scoping process, the Draft EIR addressed potential im
cultural resources.  In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR also addressed
impacts.  No information contradicting the conclusions of the Initial Study has
Therefore, topics other than historic cultural resources and growth induce
discussed in the Draft EIR. 

Under CEQA guidelines, after completion of a Draft EIR, lead agencies are req
with and obtain comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law over
project, and to provide the general public and project sponsors opportunities to
Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR for the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project was d
GVRD, as lead agency on this project, for a 45-day review period from November 27, 2006 to 
January 10, 2007.  A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held on January 11, 2

The lead agency is required by CEQA guidelines to respond to substantiv
environmental issues raised in this review and consultation process.  This Final EIR 
comments on the Draft EIR received from the public and concerned agencies d
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and/or County of Solano Department of Environmental Management.  In additio
be used by other local agenc

n, the FEIR may 
ies as a reference document, or to assist in the planning of other 

to certify that (1) 
A, and (2) the 
 approval of the 

it is a necessary 
ead Agency will 
project approval, 

e written findings for each significant environmental 
effect, mitig  
exp
substa

ental effect as 

 jurisdiction of 
 Such changes 
 be adopted by 

ch other agency; or 

iderations, 
 workers, 

es identified in the 
1

ency must also 
ic, legal, social, 

tal effects of the 
voidable adverse environmental effects are therefore “acceptable.” 

a Notice of 
gency, the NOD 
 Waterfront Park 

unty.  The filing 
 the approval of 

ING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires public agencies to adopt mitigation 
monitoring or reporting programs whenever certifying an EIR.  The Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) in Section IV lists all mitigation measures in the Draft EIR and Initial 
Study (as revised by this Comments and Responses document), and, for each measure, 
identifies the timing and agency or agencies responsible for enforcement and monitoring.  The 
MMRP facilitates implementation of all mitigation measures adopted through the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and project approval process.  Mitigation measures adopted 
                                                     

development projects within the City. 

After examining the FEIR, the GVRD Board of Directors will determine whether 
the FEIR is adequate and has been completed in compliance with CEQ
information presented in the FEIR has been reviewed and considered prior to
project.  Certification of the EIR does not constitute project approval; rather, 
step that precedes project approval.  Typically, though not of necessity, the L
make a decision on a project immediately after certifying the EIR.  Also prior to 
CEQA requires the Lead Agency to prepar

ation measure, and alternative identified in the EIR, accompanied by a brief
lanation of the rationale for each finding.  The possible findings, which must be supported by 

ntial evidence in the administrative record, are: 

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environm
identified in the FEIR; 

2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should
su

3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other cons
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternativ
FEIR.  

In cases where unavoidable significant impacts would occur, the Lead Ag
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, finding that specific econom
technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmen
project, and the una

Within five working days after approval of the project, the Lead Agency must file 
Determination (NOD) with the County Clerk (if the Lead Agency is a State a
must be filed with the State Clearinghouse).  In the case of the Glen Cove
project, the City is required to file the NOD with the County Clerk for Solano Co
of this legal notice starts a 30–day statute of limitations on court challenges to
the project under CEQA. 

C.  MITIGATION MONITOR

 
1 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091(a). 
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from the EIR must be fully enforceable through permit conditions or other mec
MMRP, GVRD, Responsible Agencies, and/or Trustee Agencies are assigned r
approving, implementing, and monitoring the actual mitigation strategy. 
Monitoring Program must be 

hanisms.  In the 
esponsibility for 

 The Mitigation 
considered during deliberations on the project and EIR by the 

II contains the 
n III contains a 
nd staff-initiated 

ing and Reporting Program.  The 
Appendices contain the State Clearinghouse letter of acknowledgement and Document Details 
Report, and the archaeological testing report (Geoprobe Testing for Archaeological Resources 
at the Glen Cove Park Project Area, Vallejo, Solano County, California). 

 

GVRD Board of Directors. 

D.  ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This section (Section I) provides an introduction and overview.  Section 
comments received and the District’s response to the comments.  Sectio
summary of text changes to the Draft EIR made in response to comments a
changes.  Section IV contains the Mitigation Monitor
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II.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
A.  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This section presents written comments received during the 45-day public revie
with comments received after the end of the review period (through 30 Jan
responses to these comments.  The comment lette

w period, along 
uary 2007), and 

rs and the location of the corresponding 
responses are listed below.  Individual comments are numbered on each comment letter, and 

 
   Comment  Comment Response 

      Date   Page  Page 

responses are presented by the corresponding comment number. 

Commenter  

 
Government Agencies 
 
  7 

 ce r 2 06  9 

 13 

toric  11 January 2007 14  15 
Preservation (Michelle Messinger) 

of istor  nua 00    21 
ayn

 
Ind ti ns

California Department of  7 December 2006 6 
Fish and Game 
 
City of Vallejo   28 De mbe 0 8 
 
Bay Conservation and  8 January 2007 10 
Development Co ismm sion 
 
State Office of His

 
State Office  H ic  22 Ja ry 2 7 16

W e Donaldson) Preservation (Milford 

ividuals and Organiza o  

28 

huyser,    30 
il Council 

 
 t, Ph ebe   33 

 
Midge Wagner,   11 January 2007 37  44 
Vallejo Inter-Tribal Council 
 
Susan Rushing-Hart   12 January 2007 48  49 
 
Susan Reese    13 January 2007 50  52 
 
Anonymous    16 January 2007 53  54 
 

 
Nancy Delaney   2 January 2007 27  
 
Dee Swan  8 January 2007 29
Bay Area Ridge Tra

Kent G. Lightfoo o  8 January 2007 31
Hearst Museum of Anthropology 
 
April Moore    11 January 2007 35  36 
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Chester Rogaski, Jr.,   17 January 2007 55  57 
ask Prev os, W on P 

 anua 00    59 

Anna-Catharina Renholm  January 2007  60  61 
07) 

Gabriele Woodhurst   10 January 2007 62  63 
      (received 30 January 2007) 
 

Dunn, Rog i, el eber & Patters , LL
 
Carla Gallagher  19 J ry 2 7 58
 

      (received 29 Januar
 

y 20
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

A.1 will comply with the environmental filing fee requirement for 
the proposed project. 

 

A Item IV.c, pages 
ls and 

Permits, page 40-41 of the Draft EIR, the project may require a Streambed Alternation 
Permit from the Department of Fish and Game. 

 

 

The project sponsor, GVRD, 

.2 Impacts of the proposed project on rivers and streams are discussed in 
40-42 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  As noted in III.E. Approva
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B.2
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CITY OF VALLEJO 

B.1 underlined

 

The second full paragraph of page 4 is revised as follows (additions , deletions 
shown in strikethrough): 

 

ust file a Notice 
tate agency, the 

In the case of the Glen Cove Waterfront 
Park project, the Lead Agency (GVRD)

Within five working days after approval of the project, the Lead Agency m
of Determination (NOD) with the County Clerk (if the Lead Agency is a S
NOD must be filed with the State Clearinghouse).  

City is required to file the NOD with the County 
Clerk for Solano County.  The filing of this legal notice starts a 30–day statute of limitations 

 
2 ublic participation 

described in the 

 

B

on court challenges to the approval of the project under CEQA. 

B.2 According to the City of Vallejo Planning Division , there was no formal p
process related to demolition of the Stremmel main house prior to that 
Draft EIR. 

.3 The first paragraph of page 21 is revised as follows (additions underlined, deletions shown
in strikethrough

 
): 

a bed and breakfast, offices, or a retreat/conference center.  The adap
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of hi
be sensitive to the Native American archeological site and archaeologic
be consistent with the purposes and uses of the remainder of the Glen 
Park.  The impacts of Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative in 

 

tive reuse would 
storic structures; 
al resource, and 
Cove Waterfront 

areas 
other than cultural resources would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like 
the proposed project, would either be less than significant or could be reduced to a less 
than significant level by implementation of mitigation measures.  This alternative would 
adaptively reuse the Stremmel main house in a manner in a manner that would maintain 
its historic resource value; thus, unlike the proposed project, significant impacts on historic 
resources caused by demolition of the Stremmel main house would be avoided. 

 

                                                      
2 Katherine Donovan, Planning Division, City of Vallejo, email to Randy Anderson, LandPeople, 9 January 2007. 
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C.3

C.4

C.5

C.6

C.7
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BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

C.1 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

 

C.3 As noted in III.E. Approvals and Permits, page 40-41 of the Draft EIR, the project would 
d 

 

C.4 As discussed in III.D Roads and Trails, page 31-32, and shown in Figure 3, page 26 of the 
t includes the recommended 12-foot-wide paved trail 

alignment near the bay shore. 

C

 

C he project would 
l and other project work within a 100-foot band beyond 

the mean high tide line, and a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
fill.  Impacts on 
ed in Item IV.c, 
ject sponsor will 

 

 Shoreline Protection, pages 34-35 of the Draft EIR, the 
of shoreline protection in the form of large rock “riprap”, 

installed in a manner to protect the cultural resources along the shoreline.  As discussed in 
the Draft EIR and Initial Study, the impacts of placement of the shoreline protection would 
be less than significant or, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the 
Draft EIR and Initial Study, could be reduced to a less than significant level. 

 

C.8 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

 

 

 

C.2 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

require a permit from BCDC for fill and other project work within a 100-foot band beyon
the mean high tide line. 

Draft EIR, the proposed projec

 

.5 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

.6 As noted in III.E. Approvals and Permits, pages 40-41 of the Draft EIR, t
require a permit from BCDC for fil

for placement of shoreline protection, which constitutes bay/wetland 
wetlands and the Bay, and required mitigation measures, are discuss
pages 40-42 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  The pro
comply with BCDC permitting requirements. 

C.7 As noted in III.E. Site Grading and
project would include placement 
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D.2

D.3

D.4

D.5
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STATE OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION (MICHELLE MESSINGER) 

D.1 Comment noted.  See Responses D.2, D.3, and D.4. 

D ependent upon 
 many scientific 

be cited but not 
d 

an & Associates, 
Initial Study.  As 
IR, the potential 

qualified 
e existed on the 
in IV.A. Historic 
 Stremmel main 

 The background documents identified above are available for review from LandPeople, the 
ponsible for preparation of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan.  In 

response to the commenter’s request, LandPeople provided requested documents to the 
ter E, below). 

 

D

 

D  was based are 
age 44 

evaluation of the potential historic resources on the project site 
(Stremmel main house) has been conducted; thus, there are no reports recommending 

main house other than those in the Master Plan and its 
ssed in Response D.2, background documents were provided to the 

State Office of Historic Preservation, to facilitate review.  Proposed demolition methods for 
the Stremmel main house are described in III.D Stremmel Main House, pages 30-31 of the 
Draft EIR.  Mitigation measures are identified in IV.A. Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 
pages 44-45 of the Draft EIR. 

 

D.5 See Responses D.2 and D.4. 

 

 

 

.2 CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 states: “Preparation of EIRs is d
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and
documents relating to environmental features.  These documents shall 
included in the EIR.”  The evaluation of prehistoric cultural resources in the Draft EIR an
Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) was based on reports by Holm
cultural resources consultants, which are cited on pages 44 and 47 of the 
noted in IV.A. Conclusion: Historical Resources, page 44 of the Draft E
historical significance of the Stremmel main house has not been assessed by a 
architectural historian.  A description of the structures that exist or hav
project site, and citations of background documents, are contained 
Cultural Resources, pages 42-44 of the Draft EIR.  Photographs of the
house are not available, and are not required by CEQA. 

consultant res

State Office of Historic Preservation, as discussed in Comment E.1 (in Let

.3 See Response D.2. 

.4 The prehistoric cultural resources reports upon which the EIR evaluation
discussed in Response D.2.  As noted in IV.A. Conclusion: Historical Resources, p
of the Draft EIR, no 

demolition of the Stremmel 
Appendices.  As discu
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E.3

E.4

E.5

E.6

E.7

E.8

E.9
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E.10

E.11

E.12

E.13

E.14

E.15

E.16

E.17

E.18

E.19
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STATE OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION (MILFORD WAYNE DONALDSON) 

E.1 ded.  See Responses D.2, D.4, E.4, E.5, 
E.6, E.7, E.8, E.9, E.11, E.12, E.13, E.15, E.19, and E.20. 

 

required. 

 

 

E page 
storical resource 
ied architectural 
idelines Section 

r determined to be eligible for listing 
in, the California Register of Historical Resources, or identified in an historical resources 

urce may be an 
.  It was conservatively assumed that the main house would qualify as 

an historic resource for CEQA purposes, in compliance with CEQA. 

E sources, Setting, 

 

E  evidence that the caretaker’s residence, a concrete block and steel frame 
toric or historic 
architectural and 

ker’s residence, 
itectural merit or 

 der “Conclusion: 

 

All available project information has been provi

E.2 Comment noted.  No response is 

E.3 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

.4 As discussed in IV. A Historic Cultural Resources, Conclusion: Historical Resources, 
44 of the Draft EIR, although the Stremmel main house may have hi
values, it has not been assessed for historical significance by a qualif
historian.  As stated in the CEQA Statutes 21084.1 and CEQA Gu
15064.5(a)(4), the fact that a resource is not listed in, o

survey, does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the reso
historical resource

 

.5 The history of the project site is discussed in IV. A Historic Cultural Re
page 42 of the Draft EIR. 

.6 There is no
window structure dating from the mid-twentieth century, has any his
architectural value.  The 1988 Master Plan for the project site included an 
a structural assessment of the caretaker's residence and attached garden walls.  This 
assessment made no comment on the historical significance of the careta
but did state that overall "the (main) house itself has no particular arch
historical value."3 

For clarification, the following text is added after the first paragraph un
Historical Resources” on page 44 of the Draft EIR (additions underlined, deletions shown 
in strikethrough): 

An architectural and a structural assessment of the caretaker's residence (a concrete 
block and steel frame window structure dating from the mid-twentieth century) were 

se assessments performed as part of the 1988 Master Plan for the project site.16A The
found no evidence of historic or historic architectural value, and there is no other evidence 
that the caretaker’s residence has any historic or historic architectural value.  Therefore, 
the caretaker’s residence does not qualify as an historic resource for CEQA purposes. 
16A Amphion Environmental, Inc., Stremmel Mansion Assessment, Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, April 
1988, Part A Stremmel Mansion Structural & Architectural Assessment. 

                                                      
3 Amphion Environmental, Inc., Stremmel Mansion Assessment, Glen Cove Park, Vallejo, April 1988, Part 
A Stremmel Mansion Structural & Architectural Assessment. 
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E.7 ollows (additions 

 

The first full paragraph on page 10 of the Draft EIR is revised as f
underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

The proposed project includes demolition of the Stremmel main house
 

 alteration of its  and
surroundings, which would be a potentially significant impact on historic
Master Plan calls for measures prior to demolition that are intended 
historic values of the building

 resources.  The 
to document the 

 and its surroundings, which are also 
Mitigation Measure I-1, below.  While this mitigation measure would re

incorporated in 
duce the impact of 

o 
ain house and 

the proposed project, the effect of the project on historic resources could not be reduced t
a less than significant level, and the proposed demolition of the Stremmel m
alteration of its surroundings would remain a significant, unavoidable adverse impact. 

llows (additions 
 

The last full paragraph on page 21 of the Draft EIR is revised as fo
underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
its surroundings • The Stremmel main house and on the project site areis considered a 

historical resources for CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building 
and the alteration of its surroundings would be a significant adverse im

The first two full paragraphs on page 45 of the Draft EIR are revised as f

pact. 
 

ollows (additions 
underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
demolition of the Stremmel main house and alteration of its The proposed project includes 

surroundings, which areis assumed to be an historic resources for C
Demolition of the Stremmel main house 

EQA purposes.  
ings and alteration of its surround would be a 

potentially significant impact on historic resources. 

ocument the historic values of 
the building and its setting

 
Prior to demolition, the Master Plan calls for measures to d

, as follows : 
 

 Measure I-1 on 
he house itself.) 

 
 the Draft EIR is 

ns underlined

19

(It should be noted that the Master Plan recommendation and Mitigation
page 45 include documenting the house’s setting along with documenting t

The paragraph above the heading Cumulative Impacts on page 45 of
revised as follows (additio , deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
While this mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the proposed project, the effect 
of the project on historic resources could not be reduced to a less than significant level, 
and the proposed demolition of the Stremmel main house and alteration of its 
surroundings would remain a significant, unavoidable adverse impact. 

 
The last paragraph on page 45 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions underlined, 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 
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The Stremmel main house and project site are not located within an his
there are no other historic structures or places in the project vicinity.  The s
is already developed and no substantial additional development is anticip
the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park project.  For these reason
demolition of the Stremmel main house 

toric district, and 
urrounding area 
ated other than 
s, although the 
s and alteration of its surrounding would have a 

 connection with 
e future projects, would not contribute to any 

act of the project 

 
underlined

significant unavoidable project-specific impact, the project, considered in
the effects of past, current, and probabl
cumulative impacts on historic resources.  Therefore, the cumulative imp
on historic resources would be less than significant. 

The last paragraph on page 67 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions , 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
• The Stremmel main house and its surroundings on the project site areis considered an 

historical resources for CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building 
and the alteration of its surroundings would be a significant adverse im

.8 As discussed in Responses E.4, E.6, and E.7, it was assumed in the Dr
Stremmel main house and surroundings are historic resources.  As dis
Historic Cultural Resources, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, page 45 o
Mitigation Measure I-1 would reduce the impact of the proposed pr
resources, but that impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  In compliance
CEQA, the evaluation in the EIR is at a level of detail that will p
environmental documentation to allow the GVRD Board of Directors to m
decision concerning the proposed project.  As discussed in I.D. The 
pages 3-4 of the Draft EI

pact. 
 

E aft EIR that the 
cussed in IV. A 
f the Draft EIR, 

oject on historic 
 with 

rovide sufficient 
ake an informed 
CEQA Process, 

R, if significant unavoidable impacts would occur, the lead agency 
n SOC contains 

fits outweigh the 
oidable adverse 

ency 
project that has 

 escribed 
above would be altered by additional studies which may determine that the Stremmel main 
house and surroundings are eligible for the California Register.  All potential historic 

ified in the Draft 
to find that the 

 CEQA 
purposes, Mitigation Measure I-1 would be rendered moot.  In this case, no new impacts 
would result, no new mitigation measures would be required, and the EIR would remain in 
compliance with CEQA. 

 

E.9 As discussed in Item V.b, page 49 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), 
disturbance of the archaeological resources on the site would be a potentially significant 
impact, which would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3, pages 49-51 of the Initial Study. 

 

(GVRD) must prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC).  A
findings that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other bene
unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the project, and the unav
environmental effects are therefore “acceptable.”  CEQA provides that the lead ag
may, at its discretion, adopt such an SOC as part of its approval of a 
significant unavoidable impacts. 

None of the CEQA conclusions, mitigation measures, or approval process d

resources, potential impacts, and available mitigation measures are ident
EIR, as discussed above.  If an historic resources evaluation were 
Stremmel main house and/or surroundings were not historic resources for
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E.10 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

E 4-49 of the Initial 
 the historic and 

tudy, disturbance 
 a potentially significant impact.  

plementation of 

 , the evaluation of cultural resources in the EIR is at a level of 
detail that will provide sufficient environmental documentation to allow the GVRD Board of 

ject.  Additional 

 

E rts to work with 
al Council (VIC), 
amed by the VIC 

ple with Debbie 
 and the overall 

as a documented association 
ign Most Likely 

vered.  Legally, consultation with the 
The California 

tion with Native 

 Patwin territory, 

NAHC has been 
esignate a most 

irperson of the Tule 
 June 3, 2004, Larry 

Myers, Executive Secretary of the NAHC sent a letter to Mr. Peyron refuting the claim and 
confirming that the site is Patwin territory.7 

On June 4, 2004, Mr. Jim Hunter, a Southern Yokut, wrote a letter to Midge Wagner of the 
Vallejo Intertribal Council (VIC) describing and illustrating bone fragments found on the 

                                                     

 

.11 The cultural resources of CA-Sol-236 are discussed in Item V.b, pages 4
Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), which provides detailed evidence of
cultural significance of this resource.  As stated on page 49 of the Initial S
of these archaeological resources would be considered
These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the im
Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3, pages 49-51 of the Initial Study. 

In compliance with CEQA

Directors to make an informed decision concerning the proposed pro
analysis is not required by CEQA. 

.12 GVRD and its consultants for the Master Plan have made extensive effo
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the Vallejo Intertrib
the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) named by the NAHC, and the tribes n
as those that had a past presence on the site. 

Initial telephone contact was made by Master Plan consultants LandPeo
Pilas-Treadway of the NAHC in November 2004 to understand their role
responsibilities for consultation regarding Native American interests in the site.  The NAHC 
is the agency responsible for designating which tribal group h
with a specific geographic area.4  The NAHC uses their list to ass
Descendants (MLDs) when human remains are disco
NAHC is only required after human remains are encountered.  
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not specifically require consulta
Americans, nor does any other statute applicable to this project. 

According to the NAHC, the Glen Cove Waterfront Park (GCWP) site is
and the most likely descendant is Patwin member Kesner Flores.5 

Human remains have not been found on the site during the period when 
responsible.  Until human remains are found, the NAHC will not formally d
likely descendant, but all indications are it would be Mr. Flores.6 

NAHC received a letter, dated May 24, 2004, from Neil Peyron, Cha
River Tribal Council claiming that the GCWP site is Yokut territory.  On

 
4 Randy Anderson, Principal, LandPeople, MEMO TO FILE: Telephone conversation with Debbie 
Treadway, Environmental Specialist III, California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and 
Archaeologist Miley Holman of Holman and Associates, November 11, 2004. 
 
5 Ibid. 
 
6 Ibid. 
 
7 Ibid. 
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GCWP site that he believed to be human remains.  This letter was also
NAHC.  Subsequently, these remains were de

 provided to the 
termined by the coroner to be animal bones.  

ut these issues, 

 Pilas-Treadway 
ated MLD and 

identified by VIC 
 special meeting 

05.  This meeting was for the specific purpose of obtaining input regarding 
 people, and to 
eeting were and 

irectly with MLD 
be, and arranged for oversight by his 

 
gements for the 

05, and it proceeded without him.  A tribal representative was 
present for oversight of the geoprobe testing completed in 2007. 

 or in support of 

 

E scription, pages 
II. D. Public Use 
ce parking lot is 
 in III. B, Project 
f the caretaker’s 
w-intensity park 

idence may be 
e was evaluated 

R.”  This evaluation included connection of 
the caretaker’s residence to the nearby sewer main (water service is already provided to 

s residence).  As discussed in III.B Revisions to the Project Description, 
below, the GVRD Board determined that the Master Plan would include demolition of the 

 Initial Study and 
 this 

determination by the GVRD Board resulted in no new, significant impacts or substantial 
increases in the severity of previously identified effects. 

 

E.14 See Response D.2. 

 

E.15 There is no official policy on the practice of capping, but it is widely recognized as a 
practical way to protect sensitive resources.  The Native American Heritage Commission 

                                                     

To date, no human remains have been found on the site.8 

NAHC has offered to meet with Vallejo Intertribal Council members abo
but to date VIC has not taken advantage of this opportunity. 

During Spring 2005 LandPeople staff communicated further with Debbie
of the NAHC, who provided contacts for Kesner Flores, the design
representative of the Patwin tribe, and for representatives of other tribes 
as having used the site.  These contacts were sent invitations to attend a
held April 25, 20
interest in cultural resources and the significance of the site to Native
explain the conditions and concepts for the park site.  Notes from the m
are publicly available. 

In addition, the Master Plan consultants, LandPeople, communicated d
Kesner Flores, as representative of the Patwin tri
representative of the archaeological sampling that was conducted by Holman Associates. 
The tribal representative did not follow through with the oversight arran
sampling completed in 20

All comments on the Draft EIR, including those made by, on behalf of,
Native Americans, are reproduced in this Comments and Responses document, along 
with responses to each comment. 

.13 The proposed project components are clearly described in III. Project De
23-41 of the Draft EIR.  The proposed restroom is described in detail in I
Facilities and Fixtures, page 32 of the Draft EIR, and proposed 15-spa
described in detail in III. D. Parking, page 33 of the Draft EIR.  As stated
Objectives, page 27, “The Master Plan proposes retention and repair o
residence, and supports preservation of cultural resources and lo
functions; however, to account for the possibility that the caretaker’s res
demolished, both preservation and demolition of the caretaker’s residenc
in the Initial Study (see Appendix B) and this EI

the caretaker’

caretaker’s house at a study session on the project on July 12, 2007.  The
EIR included evaluation of demolition of the caretaker’s residence; therefore,

 
8 Ibid. 
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(NAHC) generally supports the concept of capping, although the NAHC is
formally supporting any type of mitigation, and defers to the designa
Descendant (MLD).  The MLD identified by the NAHC for the project site i

 proscribed from 
ted Most Likely 
s Kesner Flores, 
 in August 2005, 

olved in at least 

 a parking lot in 
mound so that it 

e did not endorse use of the site for a 
 by the capping, 
pace easement, 

 capped in 2004 
consultation with 
ement that was 

• Another example is the 2004 capping of an archaeological site on Pinole Creek in the 
 for use as a soccer field. 

See also Comment H.3 (in Letter H, below) regarding the adequacy of a 12-inch layer as a 

 

 

E

 

E onses E.4, E.6, E.7, and E.8. 

 

E s the project at a 
udgment of the 

the project.  Additional information on details such as 
signage and security is not required by CEQA, and would not change the conclusions of 

 

he comment does not provide any evidence of significant 
new environmental impacts, substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 
environmental impact, or substantial changes in the project description; therefore, 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted. 

 

E.21 See Response E.12. 

 

E.22 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

who supported the capping concept when he reviewed the Concept Plan
and also had an opportunity to comment during review of the draft. 

Holman Associates, the project archaeological consultant, has been inv
three prior major sites that have been capped: 

• Dominican University in San Rafael capped a large shell mound with
1998.  The Miwok tribe was involved in approving the capping of the 
could be used for parking.  Although the trib
parking lot, the tribe did support the fact that disturbance was prevented
and that the University included the property in a permanent open s
which will preclude changes in future use of the parking lot. 

• A prehistoric site at Crissy Field in the Presidio in San Francisco was
and a pedestrian walkway constructed on part of it.  This was done in 
local tribal representatives per the National Park Service (NPS) agre
cited as a model for GVRD to use. 

City of Pinole

cap. 

E.16 See Response D.2. 

.17 See Response E.12. 

.18 See Resp

.19 See Responses E.9, E.11, E.12, E.13, and E.15.  The Draft EIR describe
level of detail required to allow decision-makers to make an informed j
potential environmental impacts of 

the Draft EIR. 

E.20 See Responses D.2 and E.13.  T
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F.1

F.2

F.3

F.4

F.5

F.6

F.7
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NANCY DELANEY 

F. .  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

F.2 pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

F.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

oes not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

F.5 

F. ed project.  The 
D Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

project. 

 

F.7 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

1 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project

project. 

This comment does not 

project. 

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

F.4 This comment d

See Response E.12. 

 

6 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVR
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G.1

G.2

G.3

G.4

G.5

G.6

G.7
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DEE SWANHUYSER, BAY AREA RIDGE TRAIL COUNCIL 

G.1 See Responses G.2 through G.8. 

G paragraph of III.A. Background, page 23 of the Draft EIR, the 
trail the trail north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved with base rock 

 

G e Draft EIR, the 
ine, which is an existing paved road to a point 

east of the house, would be extended to connect to an existing paved road on the east 
e San Francisco 

 

G e Trail” on page 

 

 

.2 As described in the second 

and/or decomposed granite surface. 

.3 As described in the second paragraph of III.A. Background, page 23 of th
trail south of the main house near the shorel

side of the site.  The extension, which would serve as the alignment of th
Bay Trail would be 12 feet wide and paved with asphalt. 

.4 The first sentence under “San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridg
29 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions underlined, dele
strikethrough

tions shown in 
): 

 

nal trail systems 
that have long planned a potentially shared 
The San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail are two regio

trail alignments through the site, ideally as 
close to the water as possible. 

 

 The requested 
Study. 

 

G

 

e Draft EIR, the 
nd paved with base rock 

and/or decomposed granite surface.  As discussed in the second paragraph of III.D. 
Roads and Trails, pages 31-32 of the Draft EIR, if permission from PG&E can be obtained 
for public access on its existing service road, this trail would connect to PG&E’s service 
road and Benicia State Recreation Area (BSRA) to the east. 

 

G.8 The comment pertains to the Master Plan, rather than the Draft EIR.  The requested 
change does not affect the environmental conclusions of the EIR or Initial Study. 

 

G.5 The comment pertains to the Master Plan, rather than the Draft EIR. 
change does not affect the environmental conclusions of the EIR or Initial 

.6 See Response G.4. 

G.7 As described in the second paragraph of III.A. Background, page 23 of th
trail the trail north of the main house would be five feet in width a
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H.1

H.2

H.3

 H.4
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H.4

H.5
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KENT G. LIGHTFOOT, PHOEBE HEARST MUSEUM OF ANTHROPOLOGY 

H
Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), which provides detailed evidence of the historic and 

is resource. 

 

 

 

H  
eologists, consulted with the commenter, Dr. Lightfoot, regarding the project, the 

 resources exist 
in particular, that 
d archaeological 

 foot’s concerns,  
 

el main house, 
unched in these 
  Following Dr. 
 as they were 
n, a cousin and 

 
 

ght feet in some 
tions described 

st eight 
of the recorded 

down.  Subsequently, soil up to 

not suggest that 
aken from within 
midden deposits 
 in the area of 

on of 
 and bedrock to a depth of eight feet; no midden deposits were found.  

Thus, the additional testing (described in detail in Appendix C of both this document and 
the master plan) confirmed that the previously mapped boundaries of the cultural 
resources, as described in the Draft EIR, are valid.  As a result, the evaluation of cultural 
resources in the Draft EIR and Initial Study also remains valid.  Mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR and Initial Study would protect archaeological resources from 
future damage that may result from public use of the park, and would reduce impacts of 
the currently proposed Master Plan on archaeological resources to a less than significant 
level. 

 

.1 The cultural resources of CA-Sol-236 are discussed in Item V.b, pages 44-49 of the Initial 

cultural significance of th

H.2 See Responses H.4 and H.6. 

H.3 Comment gratefully noted.  No response is required. 

.4 After this comment was received, Miley Holman of Holman & Associates, project
archa
concerns expressed in the comment letter, and the assertions that cultural
outside of the borders of the archaeological site mapped in the Draft EIR, 
the western portion of the park, currently a graded field, contains burie
deposits. 

Mr. Holman designed a program of additional testing to address Dr. Light
consisting of core sampling along the western border of the recorded archaeological site,
in the field west of the recorded archaeological site, and near the Stremm
utilizing a two-inch geoprobe (see Appendix C).  Fourteen holes were p
areas to an average depth of three feet on March 28 and 29, 2007.
Lightfoot’s recommendation, a geoarchaeologist inspected the cores
removed.  The core sampling also was observed by Ms. Lanette Johnso
representative of Mr. Kesner Flores, the Most Likely Descendant (see discussion in
Response E.12).  Subsequently, Holman & Associates learned that proposed future
grading of the western portion of the site would reach a depth of up to ei
locations, exceeding the depths reached by most of the 14 core loca
above.  Therefore, a second program of six additional cores to a depth of at lea
feet was conducted on May 18, 2007.  (Historically, the area west 
archaeological site area contained a hill that was graded 
eight feet in depth was re-deposited over much of this area.) 

The core sampling to the west of the recorded archaeological site does 
the area contains additional prehistoric archaeological deposits.  Cores t
the previously recorded archaeological site confirmed the existence of 
(which are discussed in the Draft EIR).  The second set of six cores
proposed future grading of the western portion of the site found fill and/or a combinati
fill
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H.5 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

H  47 of the Initial 
 of mechanical 
l extent of the 

 
as described in the remainder of the third paragraph of page 47 of the Initial Study.  
Subsequent to this testing program, additional testing was performed, as described in 

 

H.7 See Responses H.4 and H.6. 

 

.6 As noted in the comment, the first sentence of the third paragraph of page
Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) recommends “a new program
subsurface presence/absence testing to determine the depth and area
midden around the main house and caretaker’s residence”.  This testing was completed,

Response H.4. 
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APRIL MOORE 

I.1 See Responses I.2 through I.6. 

I.2 night time use of 
 and no lighting 
ld provide some 
 shielded at the 

on the undersides 
of the eaves to minimize glare and off-site visibility.  The remainder of this comment does 

 GVRD Board of 
 on the project. 

 

.  The 
erations on the 

 

e environmental 
y consider this 

 

.5 mpacts on noise 
, which identify 

uired to reduce all impacts to a less than significant level, with the 
exception of impacts on historic resources. 

 

I.6 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

 

 As discussed in III. Project Description, pages 23-41 of the Draft EIR, no 
the site is proposed: the parking area would be closed during the night
would be installed; however, a nearby street light on the cul-de-sac wou
lighting.  Exterior security lighting for the proposed bathroom would be
source (screened to prevent light in undesired directions) and mounted 

not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the
Directors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations

I.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

I.4 The subject of maintenance of existing parks does not pertain to th
impacts of the proposed project.  The GVRD Board of Directors ma
comment during its deliberations on the project. 

I  The potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, including i
and biological resources, are evaluated in the Initial Study and EIR
mitigation measures req
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J.8

J.9

J.10

J.12

J.14
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J.11
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MIDGE WAGNER, VALLEJO INTER-TRIBAL COUNCIL 

J.1 site is discussed in V. Cultural 
Resources, pages 44-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR). 

 

J. of the proposed project, 
and mitigation measures for protection of the cultural resources site are discussed in V. 

aft EIR). 

 

J.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

J.4 The site CA-Sol-236, potential impacts of the proposed project, and mitigation measures 
esources, pages 
onse H.4 for a 

on of archaeological resources on the project site. 

 

. entioned in the 
ment, are discussed in V. Cultural Resources, pages 44-51 of the Initial Study 

(Appendix B of the Draft EIR). 

J.6 ed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

J.7 

 can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological 
 permit any or all 

ese resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state.  Examples of 
that treatment, in no order of preference, may include, but are not limited to, any of the 

nts. 
 building on the 

sites. 
(4) Planning parks, greenspace, or other open space to incorporate archaeological 
sites. 

 

As discussed in V. Cultural Resources, pages 44-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR), the project would include the following features to protect and preserve the 
archaeological site.  A protective layer of approximately 12 inches of soil would be placed 
over the resource area (treatment #3 above).  The main house and caretaker’s residence 

 

Preservation of the archaeological resources at the project 

2 The cultural resource value of site CA-Sol-236, potential impacts 

Cultural Resources, pages 44-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Dr

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

for protection of the cultural resources site are discussed in V. Cultural R
44-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  See Resp
discussion of the locati

J 5 Previous cultural resources studies of the site, including the studies m
com

 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

Section 21083.2(b) of the CEQA statute states: 

If it
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to be made to
of th

following: 
(1) Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites. 
(2) Deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easeme
(3) Capping or covering archaeological sites with a layer of soil before
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would be demolished using conventional techniques and large equipm
specifications and controls designed to avoid disturbance of cultural reso
placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground around the st
demolition (treatment #1 above).  (As discussed in III.B Revisions
Description, below, the GVRD Board determined on July 12, 2007 that 
would include demolition of the caretaker’s house.)  No grading over 12
would occur in the area of the identified burial ground in the eastern portio
site (treatment #1 above).  Because this area was covered with two feet o
to eight feet of fill was later added, limiting project grading to 12 inches or 
disturbance to the existing burial ground.  The cultural resources area bo
marked with signs at all points of entry.  Signs would inform the public of
area was a significant site of Native American dwelling and trading
considered sacred by many people, in order to encourage recognition an
status by the general public (treatment #4 above).  To protect the cultural 
the central shoreline, the installation of shoreline erosion protection (pla
rock “riprap” against the western and central shoreline) would avoid diggi

ent according to 
urces, including 
ructures before 

 to the Project 
the Master Plan 
 inches in depth 
n of the western 
f fill, to which up 
less would avoid 
undary would be 
 the fact that the 
, and that it is 
d respect for its 
resources along 
cement of large 

ng into or driving 
he rock carefully 

tment #1 above).  
 would employ 

ment #1 above). 

ains at the site 
sturbed by project construction.  Mitigation Measure V-1 provides that all soil-

ucted with the 
 procedures for 
, and Mitigation 

ion shall comply with state law regarding 
human remains. 

 VI.C Alternative 1: No Project, pages 58-60, the No Project Alternative, 
which would leave the project site in its current state, would not meet the objectives of the 

rtant indigenous 

 

 

J.9 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

J.10 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

J.11 As noted in the comment, the last paragraph on page 47 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR) states that subsurface archaeological resources could be disturbed by 
excavation for the parking area or installation of the project’s restroom and underground 

equipment across the embankment, and a skilled operator would place t
using a backhoe equipped with a "thumb", rather than dumping it (trea
Removal of non-native invasive plants within the Cultural Resource Area
methods that do not disturb the underlying archaeological resources (treat

Nevertheless, subsurface archaeological resources or buried human rem
could be di
disturbing activities in the cultural resources area would be cond
consultation of qualified archaeologist, Mitigation Measure V-2 contains
responding to archaeological resources if discovered during construction
Measure V-3 stipulates that project construct

As discussed

project sponsor, which include recognizing and protecting the impo
settlement and burial site, as described above. 

J.8 See Response H.4. 

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 
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utilities.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3 would reduce these 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

J.  comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

J. ft EIR, to avoid 
ological resources, the main house would be demolished according 

to specifications and controls in the Master Plan designed to avoid disturbance of cultural 

 

anuary 11, 2007 
mments. 

 

J. of a Most Likely 

ng the planning 

allejo Intertribal 
, and the tribes 

R, the proposed 
site, including a 
 be placed over 

ing human remains, would be left in 
place.  As discussed in Item V.b, pages 49-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft 

tivities shall be 
rocedures to be 
countered, and 
an remains are 
-3 would reduce 

cts on archaeological resources to a less than significant level. 

 

J.16 Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3 (identified in the Initial Study, 
which is reproduced in Appendix B of the Draft EIR) would reduce impacts on 
archaeological resources to a less than significant level.  The remainder of this comment 
does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD 
Board of Directors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

12 This

project. 

13 As discussed in III. D Stremmel Main House, pages 30-31 of the Dra
disturbance of archae

resources, including placement of a protective layer of soil on the ground around the 
structures before demolition. 

J.14 See II.C Oral Comments and Responses, below, for comments at the J
hearing, and responses to those co

15 The issue of suitability of the legally required procedures for designation 
Descendant is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

See Responses E.12 and H.4 for discussion of the efforts made duri
process, including procedures prior to archaeological sampling, to contact, notify, and 
work with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the V
Council (VIC), the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) named by the NAHC
named by the VIC as those with a past presence on the site. 

As discussed in III. D Cultural Resource Area, pages 29-30 of the Draft EI
project calls for definition of a protection area around the archaeological 
50-foot buffer.  A protective layer of approximately 12 inches of soil would
the resource area, and the existing resources, includ

EIR), Mitigation Measure V-1 stipulates that all earth-disturbing ac
monitored by a qualified archaeologist, Mitigation Measure V-2 identifies p
followed if heretofore undetected archaeological resources are en
Mitigation Measure V-3 identifies procedures to be followed if hum
encountered.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V
impa
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J. ed project.  The 
D Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

project. 

J.  comment does not pertain to the proposed project or its environmental impacts.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

17 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVR

 

18 This
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SUSAN RUSHING-HART 

K .  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

K.2 pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

.1 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project

project. 

This comment does not 
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L.1
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SUSAN REESE 

L. .  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

L.2 pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

1 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project

project. 

This comment does not 
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ANONYMOUS 

M.1  have been added to the distribution list for the proposed 
project. 

 

 

 The addresses in the comment
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N.1

N.2

N.3

N.4
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CHESTER ROGASKI, JR., DUNN, ROGASKI, PREVELOS, WEBER & PATTERSON, LLP 

N.1 See Response H.4. 

 

N.3 See Response H.4.  The archaeologist’s report on the additional testing is included in 

 

N.4 See Responses N.1, N.2, and N.3. 

 

 

 

N.2 See Response D.2. 

Appendix C. 
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CARLA GALLAGHER 

O the Initial Study, 
ce impacts on 

 of this comment 
s not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD 

Board of Directors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

.1 Implementation of Mitigation Measures V-1, V-2, and V-3 (identified in 
which is reproduced in Appendix B of the Draft EIR) would redu
archaeological resources to a less than significant level.  The remainder
doe
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p

P.1

P.2

P.3

P.4

P.5

P.6

P.7

P.8

P.9

P.10

P.11
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ANNA-CATHARINA RENHOLM 

P.1 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

al impacts. 

 

P.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
liberations on the 

P.4 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

P

 

sed project.  The 
erations on the 

ect. 

P ed project.  The 
D Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

project. 

P  comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

sed project.  The 
erations on the 

ect. 

 

P.10 See Response E.12. 

 

P.11 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

 

P.2 This comment does not pertain to the proposed project or its environment

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its de
project. 

 

 

.5 See Response E.12. 

P.6 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propo
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
proj

 

.7 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVR

 

.8 This

project. 

P.9 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propo
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
proj

 61 Final Environmental Impact Report 
 Glen Cove Waterfront Park Project 

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



Q.1

Q.2

Q.3
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Q.7

Q.8
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GABRIELE WOODHURST 

Q.1 Comment gratefully noted. 

Q  comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

 

Q.4 The cultural resources at the site are discussed in V. Cultural Resources, pages 44-51 of 
 a description of 

 

sed project.  The 
erations on the 

ect. 

 

Q ed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

Q.7  parking lot, and a 
bathroom, are described in III. Project Description, pages 23-41 of the Draft EIR.  The 

e closed during the night and no lighting would be installed; however, 
a nearby street light on the cul-de-sac would provide some lighting.  Exterior security 
lighting for the proposed bathroom would be shielded at the source (screened to prevent 
light in undesired directions) and mounted on the undersides of the eaves to minimize 
glare and off-site visibility.  No nighttime use of the site is proposed. 

 

Q.8 Comment gratefully noted. 

 

 

 

.2 This

project. 

Q.3 Comment noted.  No response is required. 

the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR)..  See Response E.12 for
involvement of Native Americans in the public participation process. 

Q.5 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propo
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
proj

.6 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

The proposed project components, which include limited excavation, a

parking area would b
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B.  WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM JANUARY 11, 2007 PUBLIC HEARING AND 
RESPONSES 

blic hearing held 
 Draft EIR, and 

nts and the location of the corresponding 
responses are listed below.  Individual comments are numbered on each written comment, and 

 
   Comment  Comment Response 

      Date   Page  Page 

 
This section presents written comments presented at the January 11, 2007 pu
by the GVRD on the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan and
responses to these comments.  The written comme

responses are presented by the corresponding comment number. 

Commenter  

 
Government Agencies 

 68 

 
Ind zations

 
Kent G. Lightfoot, Phoebe  8 January 2007 66  

nthropology Hearst Museum of A

ividuals and Organi  

 
Wendy Dugan,   11 January 2007 71  72 
Harbor Homes HOA 
 
Ed Schindler    undated  73  74 
 

 
Dennis Banks,    15 November 2006 69  70 
American Indian Movement 
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R.1

R.3

R.2

R.4

R.5
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R.5

R.6

R.7
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KENT G. LIGHTFOOT, PHOEBE HEARST MUSEUM OF ANTHROPOLOGY 

R.1 See Response H.1. 

 H.2. 

 

 H.3. 

 

 H.4. 

R.5 See Response H.5. 

R.6 See Response H.6. 

 

R.7 See Response H.7. 

 

 

 

R.2 See Response

R.3 See Response

R.4 See Response
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S.2

S.3
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DENNIS BANKS, AMERICAN INDIAN MOVEMENT 

S .  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

S.2 pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

S.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

S.4 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

.1 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project

project. 

This comment does not 

project. 

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 
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T.1

T.2

T.3

T.4

T.5

T.6
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WENDY DUGAN, HARBOR HOMES HOA 

T.1 Comment gratefully noted.  No response is required. 

T.  comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

T.3 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

.  The 
erations on the 

 

sed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

T.  in II.D. Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration, Item 4 on page 40 
of the Draft EIR, Park Entry/Parking Area/Upland Plantings would consist of decorative 

plantings using 
rock mounds, to 

plement the adjacent townhouse development landscape.  These plantings would be 
carefully designed and located in coordination with adjacent homeowners to minimize 
blockage of views. 

 

T.7 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

 

 

2 This

project. 

GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

T.4 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

T.5 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propo
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

6 As discussed

native or Mediterranean shrub, ground cover, and low-growing tree 
drought-tolerant species in the area between the cul-de-sac and existing 
com
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ED SCHINDLER 

.1 The proposed project, its potential environmental impacts, and req
measures are described in the Draft EIR and attached Initial Study.  A
impacts would be less than significant or could be reduced to a less than
with the implementation measures i

U uired mitigation 
ll environmental 
 significant level 

dentified in the Draft EIR and attached Initial Study, 
with the exception of impacts on historic resources, as discussed in IV.A Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, page 45 of the Draft EIR. 
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C.  ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
This section presents oral comments presented at the January 11, 2007 public
the GVRD on the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan and
responses to these comments.  Comments made by members of the public
Board of Directors, contained in the m

 hearing held by 
 Draft EIR, and 
 and the GVRD 

inutes of the meeting, are presented on pages 76 through 
85.  Responses, identified by comment number as contained in the minutes and/or name of the 
commenter, are presented starting on page 86. 
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COMMENTS AT PUBLIC HEARING, 11 JANUARY 2007 

1 

  during a 45-day 
 accordance with 

sed project and 
h included an opportunity for the public to 

comment on the Draft EIR.  Responses to all relevant environmental comments are 
 in II. Comments and Responses of this document. 

 

2 (Dennis Albright) 

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

3 

erican Heritage 
ommission’s determination that the Glen Cove Waterfront Park 

(GCWP) site is Patwin territory.  The issue of which Native American nations formerly 
at the site is beyond the scope of this EIR.  The remainder of the comment 

e Master Plan does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed 
comment during 

 

ed project.  The 
on the 

project. 

5 

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
 Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

6 

 See Responses T.1 through T.7. 

 

7 (Jesse Hart)  

 A Draft EIR on the proposed project was circulated for public comment during a 45-day 
review period for the Draft EIR from November 27 to January 10, 2007, in accordance with 
CEQA (see I.B The CEQA Process, above).  A public hearing on the proposed project and 
the Draft EIR was held on 11 January 2007, which included an opportunity for the public to 

(Francisco DaCosta) 

A Draft EIR on the proposed project was circulated for public comment
review period for the Draft EIR from November 27 to January 10, 2007, in
CEQA (see I.B The CEQA Process, above).  A public hearing on the propo
the Draft EIR was held on 11 January 2007, whic

contained

GVRD 
project. 

(Perry Matlock) 

See Response E.12 for a discussion of contacts with the Native Am
Commission and the C

resided  
regarding th
project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may consider this portion of the 
its deliberations on the project. 

4 (Maisha Draves)  

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations 

 

(Nathan Chasing Horses)  

GVRD
project. 

(Wendy Dugan)  
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comment on the Draft EIR.  Responses to all relevant environmenta
contained in II. Comments and Responses of this document.  See Resp
description of consultation with Native Americans.  The remainder of thi
not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD Bo

l comments are 
onse E.12 for a 

s comment does 
ard of 

Directors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations on the project. 

8 

  during a 45-day 
accordance with 
osed project and 
 for the public to 
l comments are 

contained in II. Comments and Responses of this document.  See Response E.12 for a 
description of consultation with Native Americans.  The remainder of this comment does 

to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD Board of 
 on the project. 

 

9 

 during a 45-day 
 accordance with 
osed project and 

the Draft EIR was held on 11 January 2007, which included an opportunity for the public to 
comment on the Draft EIR.  Responses to all relevant environmental comments are 

d  II. Comments and Responses of this document.  See Response E.12 for a 
s comment does 
GVRD Board of 

ctors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations on the project. 

 

10

 sed project.  The 
erations on the 

11

 mericans.  The 
 

project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may consider this portion of the comment during 
its deliberations on the project. 

 

12 (Susan Reece) 

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 
project. 

 

(Jose Garcia)  

A Draft EIR on the proposed project was circulated for public comment
review period for the Draft EIR from November 27 to January 10, 2007, in 
CEQA (see I.B The CEQA Process, above).  A public hearing on the prop
the Draft EIR was held on 11 January 2007, which included an opportunity
comment on the Draft EIR.  Responses to all relevant environmenta

not pertain 
Directors may consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations

(Edward Schindler)  

A Draft EIR on the proposed project was circulated for public comment 
review period for the Draft EIR from November 27 to January 10, 2007, in
CEQA (see I.B The CEQA Process, above).  A public hearing on the prop

containe in
description of consultation with Native Americans.  The remainder of thi
not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the 
Dire

 (John Williams)  

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propo
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

 

 (Mike Alle) 

See Response E.12 for a description of consultation with Native A
remainder of this comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed
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13

 to the 
f Directors may 

 As discussed in 

ments regarding 
il 25, 2005, were 

The topic of the human remains at UC Berkeley does not pertain to the environmental 
d project.  The GVRD Board of Directors may consider this portion 

14 (Charlotte McIntyre)  

 does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

15

GPRA), passed 
Native 

ts, or objects of 
ribes and Native 
e museums that 
 are subject to 
overy provisions 
l lands are lands 

ct) then 
ot apply.  However, 
cemetery laws, may 

also apply.  There is no law or regulation regarding NAGPRA that went into effect in 
 effective April 20, 2007, outlines 

useums and Federal agencies.11  
ge 50 of the Initial 

of human remains 
                                                     

 (Nancy Delaney) 

The portion of the comment opposing the proposed project does not pertain
environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD Board o
consider this portion of the comment during its deliberations on the project. 

See Response E.12 for a discussion of the meeting held April 25, 2005. 
I.C Background and Scope of This EIR, page 2 of the Draft EIR, the planning process for 
the proposed park included a number of public meetings.  Applicable com
environmental issues from these meetings, including the meeting held Apr
used to determine the scope of the EIR. 

impacts of the propose
of the comment during its deliberations on the project. 

 

 This comment
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

 (Susan Rushing-Hart) 

The federal Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NA
in 1990, provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain 
American cultural items -- human remains, funerary objects, sacred objec
cultural patrimony -- to lineal descendants, and culturally affiliated Indian t
Hawaiian organizations.9  All Federal agencies, and all public and privat
have received Federal funds, other than the Smithsonian Institution,
NAGPRA.  For construction projects, the excavation and inadvertent disc
of NAGPRA apply only to Federal and tribal lands.  Under NAGPRA, triba
(including private lands) within the exterior boundaries of an Indian reservation.  If the 
burial ground is not on Federal or tribal land (as is the case with the proposed proje
the excavation and inadvertent discovery provisions of NAGPRA do n
other State and Federal cultural preservation laws, and State or local 

January 2007,10 but a Final Rule implementing NAGPRA,
procedures for the future applicability of NAGPRA to m
This does not apply to the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure V-3, pa
Study, requires compliance with California law regarding discovery 

 
9 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service website, National NAGPRA, Frequently Asked 
Questions, http://www.nps.gov/history/nagpra/FAQ/INDEX.HTM#What_is_NAGPRA?, viewed 30 July 
2007. 
 
10 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service website, National NAGPRA, 
http://www.nps.gov/history/nagpra/MANDATES/INDEX.HTM, viewed 30 July 2007. 
 
11 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Regulations—Future Applicability, 43 CFR 
Part 10, Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 54 / Wednesday, March 21, 2007. 
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during construction, Response E.12 discusses consultation with the Native Ame
Heritage Commission 

rican 
(NAHC), and Response to Oral Comment 24 discusses compliance 

with California Senate Bill 18. 

 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may 

he comment during its deliberations on the project. 

 

16 (Wuih Lo

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
rd of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

17 (Ralph Eisenbise)  

omment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
s may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

18

 See Responses H.1 through H.7. 

18

  Responses S.1 through S.4. 

 

19

 ed project.  The 
ectors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

20

 lan do not pertain to the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may consider them during its 
deliberations on the project. 

 This EIR, in compliance with CEQA, evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed 
project and identifies mitigation measures required to reduce all impacts to a less than 
significant level, with the exception of impacts on historic resources.  As discussed in IV.A. 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, page 45 of the Draft EIR, while Mitigation Measure I-1 
would reduce the impact of demolition of the Stremmel main house, this impact would 
remain a significant, unavoidable adverse impact. 

 

 

The portion of the comment regarding the Master Plan does not pertain to the 

consider this portion of t

gan)  

GVRD Boa
project. 

This c
GVRD Board of Director
project. 

 

 (Lee Pono)  

 

 (sic) (Carol Joyce)  

See

 (Fred Short)  

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVRD Board of Dir
project. 

 (Darrell Edwards)  

The comments regarding the Master P
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20

 ed project.  The 
ors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

project. 

21

 pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

22 (Osati DeOcampo)  

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
o rd of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

 

23 (Corrina Gould)  

omm nt does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
erations on the 

 

24

 005, requires direct consultation with Native 
American groups regarding any new General Plans or Specific Plans and/or any 

 to xisting plans.  The park Master Plan is not a General Plan or Specific 
D, has complied 
ated Most Likely 

ve an 

 

25

 nated MLD and 
es of other tribes identified by VIC as 

 
terest in cultural 

resources and the significance of the site to Native people, and to explain the conditions 
and concepts for the park site.  Notes from the meeting were and are publicly available. 

As discussed in I.C Background and Scope of This EIR, page 2 of the Draft EIR, the 
planning process for the proposed park included a number of public meetings.  Applicable 
comments regarding environmental issues from these meetings, including the meeting 
held April 25, 2005, were used to determine the scope of the EIR. 

 The site CA-Sol-236, potential impacts of the proposed project, and mitigation measures 
for protection of the cultural resources site are discussed in V. Cultural Resources, pages 

 (sic) (Mary-Ann Meyers)  

This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the propos
GVRD Board of Direct

 

 (Bea Hunter, on behalf of Paul Urguiaga)  

This comment does not 

project. 

GVRD B a
project. 

 This c e
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its delib
project. 

 (Jim Brown)  

Senate Bill 18, in effect as of March of 2

modifications e
Plan, so this law does not apply.  Nevertheless, the project sponsor, GVR
with the requirements of this law by consulting formally with the design
Descendant, and listening throughout the planning process to all parties who ha
interest in the subject, as discussed in Response E.12. 

 (Stephanie Manning)  

As noted in Response E.12, during Spring 2005 Kesner Flores, the desig
representative of the Patwin tribe, and representativ
having used the site, were sent invitations to attend a special meeting held April 25, 2005. 
This meeting was for the specific purpose of obtaining input regarding in
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44-51 of the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  See Response H.4 for a 
discussion of the location of archaeological resources on the project site. 

26

  comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The 
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment during its deliberations on the 

t. 

 

27

 e Draft EIR, off-
 would 
of the 

and burial site at the Glen Cove site, implementing a 
public waterfront open space park at the Glen Cove site, and closing out the more recent 

 of uropean settlement and use of the site.  Furthermore, there is no alternative 
mmunity 

 

28 (Foster Hicks)  

.  The 
ring its deliberations on the 

 

29 (Norman DeOcampo-Wounded Knee)  

se E 2 for a description of consultation with Native Americans. 

 g the Master Plan do not pertain to the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may consider them during its 

rations on the project. 

 

30

 

 

D

 At a study session on the project conducted by GVRD on July 12, 2007, the GVRD Board 
determined that the Master Plan would include demolition of the caretaker’s house, an 
unpaved Ridge Trail north of the main house (using the alignment described in the Draft 
EIR), an unpaved trail near the shoreline connecting to the existing driveway south of the 
main house (using the alignment described in the Draft EIR), and a paved trail connecting 
near the pump station (using an alignment not described in the Draft EIR).  The potential 
impacts of demolition of the caretaker’s house and the trail configuration described above 
are discussed in III.B Revisions to the Project Description, below.  At the study session, no 
other changes were made to the Master Plan evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

 

 (Julie Hernandez)  

This

projec

 (Guillermo)  

As discussed in VI.F. Alternatives Considered and Rejected, page 64 of th
site alternatives to the proposed project were considered and rejected because they
not meet any of the objectives of the proposed project: recognition and protection 
important indigenous settlement 

chapter  E
waterfront open space available in the project vicinity that could serve the local co
in a manner similar to the proposed project. 

 This comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed project
GVRD Board of Directors may consider this comment du
project. 

 See Respon .1

The comments regardin

delibe

 (Linda DeOcampo)  

See Responses J.1 to J.18. 

irector Welsh 
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 l archaeological 
change to the boundaries of the cultural 

resources area described in the Draft EIR and Initial Study. 

D

 See the response to comments of Director Welsh, above, for a discussion of the results of 
ssion. 

 

Director Metzenheimer 

  of the results of 

See Response E.12 for a discussion of the efforts made to work with the Native American 
 Intertribal Council (VIC), the Most Likely 

nt (MLD) named by the NAHC, and the tribes named by the VIC as those that 

 

D

 mments of Director Welsh, above, for a discussion of the results of 
the study session. 

See Response H.4 regarding the boundaries of the cultural resources area.  The 
remainder of the comment does not pertain to the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, but the GVRD Board of Directors may consider this portion of the comment during 
its deliberations on the project. 

 

Also discussed at the study session were the results of the additiona
testing (see Response H.4), which found no 

 

irector Palmaffy 

the study se

See the response to comments of Director Welsh, above, for a discussion
the study session. 

Heritage Commission (NAHC), the Vallejo
Descenda
had a past presence on the site during the planning process. 

irector Pendergast 

See the response to co
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III.  TEXT CHANGES TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

tified revisions to 
d corrections to 

 Parcel Numbers 
C. Staff-Initiated 

anges to the Draft EIR contained in 
ummary of Text 

tions II and III to 
ct, a substantial 

tion measures or 
ff concludes that 

e responses or revisions to the project constitute new significant impacts or a 
 previously identified effects.  Staff also concludes that no 
tituted or revised, the mitigation measures proposed in the 

 of the Draft EIR 

alls for providing 
isting base rock 

decomposed granite 
aligned and 

t EIR to account 
and Initial Study 
west side of the 
ult in any new, 

ified effects. 

ssion on the project on July 12, 
n would include 

house (using the 
onnecting to the 
 Draft EIR), and 

ibed in the Draft 
EIR).  Revisions to the text of the Draft EIR to account for these changes to the project are 
identified below, including a revised Figure 3 showing the new trail alignments. 

The potential impacts of demolition of the caretaker’s house are evaluated in the Draft EIR and 
Initial Study.  The potential impacts of the unpaved Ridge Trail north of the main house site, and 
the unpaved trail near the shoreline connecting to the existing driveway south of the main house 
(both using alignments described in the Draft EIR) also are evaluated in the Draft EIR and Initial 
Study.  These revisions to the project would do not result in any new, significant effects or any 
substantial increases in the severity of previously identified effects. 

                                                     

 
A. OVERVIEW 
In the course of preparing responses to comments on the Draft EIR, staff iden
the text and/or figures of the Draft EIR.  The revisions reflect minor changes an
the project description by the project sponsor, and correction of the Assessor’s
(APNs) for the site, as described in B. Revisions to Project Description and 
Text Changes, below.  These revisions, and all other text ch
this Final EIR (Response to Comments) document, are summarized in D. S
Changes to the Draft EIR, below. 

Staff has carefully reviewed all of the revisions to the Draft EIR contained in Sec
determine if any of the responses or revisions constitute a new, significant effe
increase in the severity of previously identified effects, or if the proposed mitiga
project revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance.12  Sta
none of th
substantial increase in the severity of
mitigation measures have been subs
Draft EIR will reduce potential effects to less than significance, and recirculation
is not required. 

B. REVISIONS TO PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project description in the Draft EIR incorrectly states that the Master Plan c
access to the west side of the site by realigning and reconstructing the ex
service road on the west side of the site into an informal base rock and/or 
path.  The Master Plan actually states that the existing road would be re
reconstructed into a 12-foot-wide paved path.  Revisions to the text of the Draf
for this change to the project description are identified below.  The Draft EIR 
evaluate the potential impacts of a paved (rather than unpaved) path on the 
site, as identified in the Master Plan.  Correction of this error does not res
significant effects or any substantial increases in the severity of previously ident

After the Draft EIR was published, GVRD conducted a study se
2007.  At the study session, the GVRD Board determined that the Master Pla
demolition of the caretaker’s house, an unpaved Ridge Trail north of the main 
alignment described in the Draft EIR), an unpaved trail near the shoreline c
existing driveway south of the main house (using the alignment described in the
a paved trail connecting near the pump station (using an alignment not descr

 
12 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15073.5 and 15162(a). 
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The paved trail connecting near the pump station would be on an alignment not
Draft EIR.  The altered trails would involve a new route between the pump s
eastern side of the site, and could potentially affect Biological Resources
Resources, including nesting birds, wetlands, and subsurface arch
paleontological resources.  However, as would be the case with the trail configu
in the Initial Study, implementation of Mitigation Measures IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, IV-4
V-3, and V-4 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.  T
concludes that this revised trail configuration would not result in any new, sign
any substantial increases in the severity of previously identif

 described in the 
tation and the 
 and Cultural 

aeological and 
ration evaluated 
, IV-5, V-1, V-2, 
herefore, Staff 

ificant effects or 
ied effects.  All potential 

ed to a less than 
n measures identified in the Draft EIR and Initial Study. 

Th ions underlined

environmental impacts associated with this new trail alignment would be reduc
significant level by mitigatio

e first paragraph on page 7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (addit , 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

Roads and Trails. The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site
be maintained.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granit
constructed along the northeast side of the site, connecting (if permission
be obtained for public access on its service road east of the Park site
PG&E service road and Benicia State Recreation Area (BSRA) to the ea
stairs leading to the beach at the main house would be repaired.  An info
cove overlook on the east side and an ADA-compliant informal path to 
east end of the site would be constructed.  Access to the west side of t
provided by realigning and reconstructing the existing base rock service r
side of the site into an informal base rock and/or decomposed granite

 would 
e trail would be 
 from PG&E can 
) to the existing 
st.  The existing 
rmal path to the 

the beach at the 
he site would be 
oad on the west 

a 12-foot-wide paved 
terfront trail east path.  The existing paved road leading to the main house, and informal wa

of the main house, would be improved by constructingmaintained as a 12-foot-wide paved 
trail on the existing route, between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the existing pump 
station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail would be constructed along a new route between 
the pump station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock 
and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the 
existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite trail would be constructed along the western bluff top, generally 
following the alignment of an existing informal trail except that the path ab
the small creek would be rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetatio
access to the west side of the site would be provided by an ADA-complia
to the beach. 

e second paragraph under “Effects Not Found To Be Significant” on page 22
 revised as follows (additions 

ove the outfall of 
n.  Beach/water 
nt informal path 

Th  of the Draft EIR 
is underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

This EIR reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in the Master Plan.  The trail 
north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved with base rock and/or 
decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house near the shoreline, which 
is an existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be extended to connect to an 
existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, which would serve as the 
alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide and paved with asphalt, 
and located along the existing route between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the 
existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail along a new route between the pump 
station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the existing 
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informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  In the project descrip
Study, the widths and paving materials of these two trails are reversed

tion in the Initial 
route , and the new 

between the pump station and the eastern side of the site is not included.  The altered 
ificant impacts or require 

Th evised as follows 
(a

trails described in this EIR would not result in any additional sign
any additional mitigation measures beyond those identified in the Initial Study. 

e second paragraph under “A. Background” on page 23 of the Draft EIR is r
dditions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

The project description below reflects a change suggested by the San Fra
Bay Area Ridge Trail, Glen Cove Community Association, and Glen Co
(see Appendix C), in comments on the Initial Study (see Appendix B) after

ncisco Bay Trail, 
ve Harbor HOA 
 it was prepared, 
7in addition to changes made by GVRD at a study session on July 12, 200 .  As described 

in width 
outh of the main 
st of the house, 
 of the site.  The 
 Trail (discussed 
ould be 12 feet 

 
ers to 

in D. Roads and Trails, below, the trail north of the main house would be five feet 
and paved with base rock and/or decomposed granite surface.  The trail s
house near the shoreline, which is an existing paved road to a point ea
would be extended to connect to an existing paved road on the east side
extension, which would serve as the alignment of the San Francisco Bay
in III.C. San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail, below), w
wide and paved with asphalt.  In the project description in the Initial Study, the widths and
paving materials of these two trails are reversed.  It is the intent of the park plann
recommend this change to the project sponsor, GVRD; however, it was not known at the 
time this EIR was prepared whether this change would be adopted.  In any case, tThe 

ffects Not Found 
ion are evaluated 
d confirmed that 

potential environmental impacts of this change are discussed in VII. E. E
To Be Significant, below, and the impacts of the previous trail configurat
in the Initial Study.  At the July 12, 2007 study session, the GVRD Boar
the above-described changes to the project would be made.  At the study session, the 
GVRD Board also determined that the existing paved road leading to the main house 
would be utilized to provide a route between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the 
existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail would be constructed along a new 
route between the pump station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-
wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a 
portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  As discussed in VII. 
E. Effects Not Found To Be Significant, below, this new configuration of trails would not 
result in any significant impacts or require any additional mitigation measures. 

Fi  of the Draft EIR is revised as shown on page 96. 

EIR is revised as 
follows (additions underlined

gure 3 on page 26

The first sentence under the heading Roads and Trails on page 31 of the Draft 
, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

ved main access road on the east side of the site (identified as C.1.aThe existing pa b on 
Figure 3) would be maintained to provide internal park circulation, a Bay/Ridge Trail route, 
access to the caretaker’s residence and sewer pump station, and park service and 
emergency access. 

The first (incomplete) sentence at the top of page 32 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows 
(additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

decomposed granite Bay/Ridge Trail along the northeast side of the site (identified as 
C.1.ba on Figure 3). 
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The second and third full paragraphs on page 32 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows 
(additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

Access to the west side of the site would be provided by realignment and r
the existing base rock service road on the west side of the site (following
into an informal path (five-foot wide base rock and/or decomposed granite surface) 
(identified as C.1.

econstruction of 
 site re-grading) 

ba on Figure 3).  The existing paved road leading to the 
the informal waterfront trail east of the main house (identified as C.1.

main house and 
ab on

be 
 Figure 3) would 

maintainedimproved to provide a 12-foot wide Bay/Ridge Trail segm
road paved with asphalt on the existing route

ent and service 
de-sac  between the Whitesides Drive cul-

and the existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail along a new route between 
the pump station and the eastern side of the site.,  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock 
and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the 
existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite trail would be constructed along the western bluff top, generally 
following the alignment of an existing informal trail except that the path above the outfall of 

n.  Beach/water 
nt informal path 

ove involve a 

the small creek would be rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetatio
access to the west side of the site would be provided by an ADA-complia
to the beach (identified as C.2.c on Figure 3). 

As discussed in III.A. Background, above, the trails described ab
modificationsuggested reversal of the alignment, widths, and paving materials of two of the 
trails identified in the Initial Study: the trail north of the main house would 
and paved with base rock and/or decomposed granite, and the trail south of

be five feet wide 
 the main 

house would be 12 feet wide, and paved with asphalt and partially located on a new 
alignment, and would include a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite 
segment along a portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  
Because it was not known at the time this EIR was prepared whether this change would 
be adopted, tThe labels of these two trails in Figure 3 show the modifiedoriginal 
alignments, widths, and paving materials identified in the Initial Study. 

e second and third paragraphs on page 69 of the Draft EIR are revised as f
derlined

Th ollows (additions 
un , deletions shown in strikethrough): 

As discussed in III. A. Background, above, the project description in t
Project Description) reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in 
The trail north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved
and/or decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house ne
which is an existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be exte
to an existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, w
as 

his EIR (see III. 
the Master Plan.  
 with base rock 
ar the shoreline, 
nded to connect 

hich would serve 
the alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide and paved with 

asphalt, and located along the existing route between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and 
the existing pump station, and a new route between the pump station and the eastern side 
of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite segment of 
trail would be constructed along a portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the 
main house.  In the project description in the Initial Study, the widths and paving materials 
of these two trails are reversed, and the realignment of the trail south of the main house is 
not included.  The configuration of trails described in this EIR would not result in any 
significant impacts or require any additional mitigation measures for the reasons discussed 
below. 
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With the exception of the new route between the pump station and the eastern side of the 
site, tThe two altered trails would be located along the same alignments 
evaluated in the Initial Study.  No new trails would be involved under the project

as the two trails 
 

description in this EIR; tThe impacts of theonly change would be in wi
materials.  As such, the impacts of the altered trails

dths and paving 
 on Aesthetics, Agricul

Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydr
Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, 
Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems wou
the same as the impacts of the trail configurations evaluated in the In
altered trails would involve a wide

tural Resources, 
ology and Water 
Public Services, 
ld be essentially 
itial Study.  The 

r trail south of the main house near the shoreline new 
route between the pump station and the eastern side of the site, and 
affect Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, including nesting bird
subsurface archaeological and paleontological resources.  However, as w
with the trail configuration evaluated in the Initial Study,

could potentially 
s, wetlands, and 
ould be the case 

 implementation of Mitigation 
IV-4, IV-5, V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-4 would reduce these impacts 

 result from the 
n of this EIR. 

ft EIR regarding 
 Parcel Numbers (APNs) identified in the Draft EIR. 

A umbers (APNs) 
w Cove Waterfront 
P (additions underlined

Measures IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, 
to a less-than-significant level.  No additional significant impacts would
altered trails identified in III. Project Descriptio

C. STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES 
This section contains revisions provided by staff to make corrections to the Dra
Assessor’s

fter the Draft EIR was published, GVRD learned that the Assessor’s Parcel N
ere incorrectly identified in the Draft EIR.  The first sentence under “Glen 
ark” on page 27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows , deletions shown in 

strikethrough): 

ts of Assessor’s The fifteen-acre site of the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park consis
Parcel Numbers (APNs) 079-110-090, 0079-090-090, 079-102-050, and 079-102-010,0079-
100-010, 0079-100-020, 0079-100-030, 0079-100-040, 0079-100-050, and 0079-100-060, 
plus portions of the Front Street and Bailey Street right-of-ways. 

 
D. SU
Th EIR (Comments 
an

Th

MMARY OF TEXT CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 
is section summarizes all revisions to the Draft EIR contained in this Final 
d Responses) document. 

e second full paragraph of page 4 is revised as follows (additions underlined, deletions shown 
in strikethrough): 

 

Within five working days after approval of the project, the Lead Agency must file a Notice 
of Determination (NOD) with the County Clerk (if the Lead Agency is a State agency, the 
NOD must be filed with the State Clearinghouse).  In the case of the Glen Cove Waterfront 
Park project, the Lead Agency (GVRD)City is required to file the NOD with the County 
Clerk for Solano County.  The filing of this legal notice starts a 30–day statute of limitations 
on court challenges to the approval of the project under CEQA. 
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The first paragraph on page 7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions underlined, 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

Roads and Trails. The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site
be maintained.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granit
constructed along the northeast side of the site, connecting (if permission
be obtained for public access on its service road east of the Park site
PG&E service road and Benicia State Recreation Area (BSRA) to the ea
stairs leading to the beach at the main house would be repaired.  An info
cove overlook on the east side and an ADA-compliant informal path to the beach at the
east end of the site would be constructed.  Access to the west side of t
provided by realigning and reconstructing the existing base rock service r
side of the site into an informal base rock and/or decomposed granite

 would 
e trail would be 
 from PG&E can 
) to the existing 
st.  The existing 
rmal path to the 

 
he site would be 
oad on the west 

a 12-foot-wide paved 
terfront trail east path.  The existing paved road leading to the main house, and informal wa

of the main house, would be improved by constructingmaintained as a 12
trail on the existing route,

-foot-wide paved 
 between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the existing pump 

station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail would be constructed along a new route between 
the pump station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock 
and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the 
existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite trail would be constructed along the western bluff top, generally 
following the alignment of an existing informal trail except that the path ab
the small creek would be 

ove the outfall of 
rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetation.  Beach/water 

access to the west side of the site would be provided by an ADA-compliant informal path 

Th ions underlined

to the beach. 

e first full paragraph on page 10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (addit , 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
n of its The proposed project includes demolition of the Stremmel main house and alteratio

surroundings, which would be a potentially significant impact on historic resources.  The 
ent the 

alues of the building and its surroundings
Master Plan calls for measures prior to demolition that are intended to docum
historic v , which are also incorporated in 
Mitigation Measure I-1, below.  While this mitigation measure would reduce the impact of 

ot be reduced to 
 main house and 

the proposed project, the effect of the project on historic resources could n
a less than significant level, and the proposed demolition of the Stremmel
alteration of its surroundings would remain a significant, unavoidable ad

e first paragraph of page 21 is revised as follows (additions 

verse impact. 
 
Th underlined, de

strikethrough
letions shown in 

): 

 

a bed and breakfast, offices, or a retreat/conference center.  The adaptive reuse would 
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for rehabilitation of historic structures; 
be sensitive to the Native American archeological site and archaeological resource, and 
be consistent with the purposes and uses of the remainder of the Glen Cove Waterfront 
Park.  The impacts of Alternative 3: Preservation and Adaptive Reuse Alternative in areas 
other than cultural resources would be generally similar to the proposed project, and, like 
the proposed project, would either be less than significant or could be reduced to a less 
than significant level by implementation of mitigation measures.  This alternative would 
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adaptively reuse the Stremmel main house in a manner in a manner tha
its historic resource value; thus, unlike the proposed project, sign

t would maintain 
ificant impacts on historic 

resources caused by demolition of the Stremmel main house would be avoided. 

 

The last full paragraph on page 21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions 
underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
• The Stremmel main house and its surroundings on the project site areis considered a 

historical resources for CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building 
and the alteration of its surroundings would be a significant adverse impact. 

 
Th  of the Draft EIR 
is

e second paragraph under “Effects Not Found To Be Significant” on page 22
 revised as follows (additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

This EIR reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in the Maste
north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved with b
decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house near the
is an existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be extended 
existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, which would serve
alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide and pav

r Plan.  The trail 
ase rock and/or 
 shoreline, which 
to connect to an 

 as the 
ed with asphalt, 

and located along the existing route between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the 
existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail along a new route between the pump 
station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the existing 
informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  In the project descrip
Study, the widths and paving materials 

tion in the Initial 
of these two trails are reversed, and the new route 

between the pump station and the eastern side of the site is not included.  The altered 
pacts or require 

udy. 

Th vised as follows 
(a

trails described in this EIR would not result in any additional significant im
any additional mitigation measures beyond those identified in the Initial St

e second paragraph under “A. Background” on page 23 of the Draft EIR is re
dditions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

The project description below reflects a change suggested by the San Fra
Bay Area Ridge Trail, Glen Cove Community Association, and Glen Co
(see Appendix C), in comments on the Initial Study (see Appendix B) after

ncisco Bay Trail, 
ve Harbor HOA 
 it was prepared, 
7in addition to changes made by GVRD at a study session on July 12, 200 .  As described 

 five feet in width 
outh of the main 
st of the house, 

would be extended to connect to an existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The 
extension, which would serve as the alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail (discussed 
in III.C. San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Trail, below), would be 12 feet 
wide and paved with asphalt.  In the project description in the Initial Study, the widths and 
paving materials of these two trails are reversed.  It is the intent of the park planners to 

in D. Roads and Trails, below, the trail north of the main house would be
and paved with base rock and/or decomposed granite surface.  The trail s
house near the shoreline, which is an existing paved road to a point ea

recommend this change to the project sponsor, GVRD; however, it was not known at the 
time this EIR was prepared whether this change would be adopted.  In any case, tThe 
potential environmental impacts of this change are discussed in VII. E. Effects Not Found 
To Be Significant, below, and the impacts of the previous trail configuration are evaluated 
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in the Initial Study.  At the July 12, 2007 study session, the GVRD Board confirmed that 
the above-described changes to the project would be made.  At the study session, the 
GVRD Board also determined that the existing paved road leading to the main house 
would be utilized to provide a route between the Whitesides Drive cul-de-sac and the 
existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail would be constructed along a new 
route between the pump station and the eastern side of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-
wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a 
portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  As discussed in VII. 
E. Effects Not Found To Be Significant, below, this new configuration of trails would not 
result in any significant impacts or require any additional mitigation measures. 

own on page 5. 

Th EIR is revised as 
fo

Figure 3 on page 26 of the Draft EIR is revised as sh

e first sentence under “Glen Cove Waterfront Park” on page 27 of the Draft 
llows (additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

The fifteen-acre site of the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park consists of Assessor’s 
Parcel Numbers (APNs) 079-110-090, 0079-090-090, 079-102-050, and 079-102-010,0079-
100-010, 0079-100-020, 0079-100-030, 0079-100-040, 0079-100-050, and 0079-100-060, 
plus portions of the Front Street and Bailey Street right-of-ways. 

 
Th il” on page 29 of 

 as follows (additions underlined
e first sentence under “San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Area Ridge Tra

the Draft EIR is revised , deletions shown in strikethrough): 

a Ridge Trail are two regional trail systems 

 

The San Francisco Bay Trail and the Bay Are
that have long planned a potentially shared trail alignments through the site, ideally as 
close to the water as possible. 

 

The first sentence under the heading Roads and Trails on page 31 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows (additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

The existing paved main access road on the east side of the site (identified as C.1.ab on 
d be maintained to provide internal park circulation, a Bay/Ridge Trail route, 

 

Th vised as follows 
(a

Figure 3) woul
access to the caretaker’s residence and sewer pump station, and park service and
emergency access. 

e first (incomplete) sentence at the top of page 32 of the Draft EIR is re
dditions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

decomposed granite Bay/Ridge Trail along the northeast side of the site (identified as 
C.1.ba on Figure 3). 

The second and third full paragraphs on page 32 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows 
(additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

Access to the west side of the site would be provided by realignment and reconstruction of 
the existing base rock service road on the west side of the site (following site re-grading) 
into an informal path (five-foot wide base rock and/or decomposed granite surface) 
(identified as C.1.ba on Figure 3).  The existing paved road leading to the main house and 
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the informal waterfront trail east of the main house (identified as C.1.ab on
be 

 Figure 3) would 
maintainedimproved to provide a 12-foot wide Bay/Ridge Trail segm

road paved with asphalt on the existing route
ent and service 

de-sac  between the Whitesides Drive cul-
and the existing pump station, and a 12-foot-wide paved trail along a new route between 
the pump station and the eastern side of the site.,  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock 
and/or decomposed granite segment of trail would be constructed along a portion of the 
existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  A five-foot-wide, base rock and/or 
decomposed granite trail would be constructed along the western bluff top, generally 
following the alignment of an existing informal trail except that the path above the outfall of 
the small creek would be rerouted to avoid the existing riparian vegetation.  Beach/water 

nt informal path 

bove involve a 

access to the west side of the site would be provided by an ADA-complia
to the beach (identified as C.2.c on Figure 3). 

As discussed in III.A. Background, above, the trails described a
modificationsuggested reversal of the alignment, widths, and paving materials of two of the 
trails identified in the Initial Study: the trail north of the main house would 
and paved with base rock and/or decomposed granite, and the trail so
house would be 12 feet wide

be five feet wide 
uth of the main 

, and paved with asphalt and partially located on a new 
alignment, and would include a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite 
segment along a portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the main house.  
Because it was not known at the time this EIR was prepared whether this change would 
be adopted, tThe labels of these two trails in Figure 3 show the modifiedoriginal 
alignments, widths, and paving materials identified in the Initial Study. 

The first two full paragraphs on page 45 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows (additions 
underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
demolition of the Stremmel main house and alteration of its The proposed project includes 

surroundings, which areis assumed to be an historic resources for C
Demolition of the Stremmel main house 

EQA purposes.  
 its surroundings and alteration of would be a 

potentially significant impact on historic resources. 

istoric values of 
 
Prior to demolition, the Master Plan calls for measures to document the h
the building and its setting, as follows19: 

 
 the Draft EIR is The paragraph above the heading Cumulative Impacts on page 45 of

revised as follows (additions underlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
roject, the effect 

 significant level, 
alteration of its 

While this mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the proposed p
of the project on historic resources could not be reduced to a less than
and the proposed demolition of the Stremmel main house and 
surroundings would remain a significant, unavoidable adverse impact. 

 
The last paragraph on page 45 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions underlined, 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
The Stremmel main house and project site are not located within an historic district, and 
there are no other historic structures or places in the project vicinity.  The surrounding area 
is already developed and no substantial additional development is anticipated other than 
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the proposed Glen Cove Waterfront Park project.  For these reason
demolition of the Stremmel main house 

s, although the 
s and alteration of its surrounding would have a 

 connection with 
ontribute to any 

cumulative impacts on historic resources.  Therefore, the cumulative impact of the project 

 
The last paragraph on page 67 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows (additions underlined

significant unavoidable project-specific impact, the project, considered in
the effects of past, current, and probable future projects, would not c

on historic resources would be less than significant. 

, 
deletions shown in strikethrough): 

 
• The Stremmel main house and its surroundings on the project site areis considered an 

historical resources for CEQA purposes, and the proposed demolition of this building 
oundings and the alteration of its surr would be a significant adverse impact. 

 

Th llows (additions 
un

e second and third paragraphs on page 69 of the Draft EIR are revised as fo
derlined, deletions shown in strikethrough): 

, and located along the existing route between the Whitesides Driv

As discussed in III. A. Background, above, the project description in t
Project Description) reflects a suggested change in two proposed trails in 
The trail north of the main house would be five feet in width and paved
and/or decomposed granite surface.  The trail south of the main house ne
which is an existing paved road to a point east of the house, would be exte
to an existing paved road on the east side of the site.  The extension, wh
as the alignment of the San Francisco Bay Trail, would be 12 feet wide
asphalt

his EIR (see III. 
the Master Plan.  
 with base rock 
ar the shoreline, 
nded to connect 
ich would serve 

 and paved with 
e cul-de-sac and 

the existing pump station, and a new route between the pump station and the eastern side 
of the site.  In addition, a five-foot-wide, base rock and/or decomposed granite segment of 
trail would be constructed along a portion of the existing informal waterfront trail east of the 
main house.  In the project description in the Initial Study, the widths and 
of these two trails are reversed

paving materials 
e main house is , and the realignment of the trail south of th

not included.  The configuration of trails described in this EIR would n
significant impacts or require any additional mitigation measures for the re
below. 

With the exception of the new route between the pump station and the ea

ot result in any 
asons discussed 

stern side of the 
site, tThe two altered trails would be located along the same alignments
evaluated in the Initial Study.  No new trails would be involved under the project

 as the two trails 
 

description in this EIR; tThe impacts of theonly change would be in w
materials.  As such, the impacts of the altered trails

idths and paving 
 on Aesthetics, Agricul

Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydr
tural Resources, 
ology and Water 

Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems would be essentially 
the same as the impacts of the trail configurations evaluated in the Initial Study.  The 
altered trails would involve a wider trail south of the main house near the shoreline new 
route between the pump station and the eastern side of the site, and could potentially 
affect Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, including nesting birds, wetlands, and 
subsurface archaeological and paleontological resources.  However, as would be the case 
with the trail configuration evaluated in the Initial Study, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, IV-4, IV-5, V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-4 would reduce these impacts 
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to a less-than-significant level.  No additional significant impacts would result from the 
altered trails identified in III. Project Description of this EIR. 
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IV.  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 adopt mitigation 
t Report (EIR) or 
rogram (MMRP) 
dy, and identifies 

d monitoring, for each 
mitigation measure.  This MMRP facilitates implementation of all mitigation measures adopted 
through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and project approval process. 
 
 

 
California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires public agencies to
monitoring or reporting programs whenever certifying an Environmental Impac
a Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting P
below lists all mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR and the Initial Stu
the timing and agency or agencies responsible for enforcement an
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM – GLEN COVE WATERFRONT PARK 
 

MONITORING VERIFICATION  
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation Method Monitoring and 

Verification Entity 
Timing 

Requirements 
Signature Date 
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   HISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES   
Mitigation Measure I-1: In accordance with the Gl
Waterfront Park Master Plan, Draft August 2006, Secti
Recommendation 1.a, demolition of the Stremmel main ho
be preceded by thorough documentation of the features of t
and setting with photos, notes, and measurements for 
records.  Available historic photos, maps, accounts a
records shall be collected and assembled into a file to be p
the Greater Vallejo Recreation District 

en Cove 
n 2.0.B., 
use shall 
e house 

Documen
house an
accorda
Plan Section 

o

historical 
nd other 

rovided to 
(GVRD), the City of Vallejo, 

cal Society and other interested parties, and for 

t 

nce with Master 
2.0.B., 

Recommendation 1.a 
 

 
of Vallejo 

Prior to issuance 
of demolition 
permit 

  

h

the Vallejo Histori
reference in preparing interpretive signs and materials. 

features of 
d setting in 

Project 
Sponsor, City

AIR QUALITY      
Mitigation Measure III-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) sh
the severity of project construction–period dust impacts b
implementation of the following dust control measures by c
during construction: 

all reduce 
 requiring 
ontractors 

Incorpo
into cons
specification

y

ne
ing, and site 

g debris, 
cks and 

t of 

never 

ic) soil 
s, and 

e) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, 
including affected public roads, parking areas, and staging areas 
at construction sites. 

f) Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material 

rate measures 
truction plan 

s and 
make reference in 

struction contract.  
cument that this has 

been performed. 
 
Site inspections  
 

Project 
Sponsor 

Prior to grading 
and/or building 
permit approval 
 
 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and/or 
construction 

  

 
a) Watering shall be used twice daily to control dust ge

active construction areas, including excavation, grad
preparation activities. 

ration at 
con
Do

b) Cover all trucks and earthmoving equipment haul
soils, sand and other loose materials, or require all tru

in

earthmoving equipment to maintain at least two fee
freeboard. 

c) Use dust–proof chutes to load debris into trucks whe
feasible. 

d) Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non–tox
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking area
staging areas at construction sites. 
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Implementation Method Monitoring and 

Verification Entity 
Timing 

Requirements 
Signature Date Mitigation Measure 

 
 

is
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rate 
missions of 
prohibiting 

 trucks are 
nce 

uld be in 

tive 
for ten days 

aterials 

j

k) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 
ways. 

 carried onto adjacent public streets. 

g) Require the project contractor(s) to maintain and ope
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust e
particulates and other pollutants, by such means as 
idling motors when equipment is not in use or when
waiting in queues, and implementing specific mainte
programs to reduce emissions for equip

na
ment that wo

frequent use for much of the construction period. 

h) Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inac
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive 
or more). 

 Enclose, cover, water twi o) ice daily, 
binders to all stockpiles of debris

r apply (non-toxic) soil 
, soil, sand, or other m

that can be blown by the wind. 

 Limit traffic on unpave) d roads to 15 mph. 

runoff to public road

l) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES      

Mitigation Measure IV-1: To avoid impacts to nesting 
p
 

r through 

ll conduct 
ntains any 

occupied nest(s).  The survey shall occur within 14 days prior to 
the initiation of tree removal during the early part of the breeding 
season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior 
to the initiation of these activities during the late part of the 
breeding season (May through September).  An active nest 

e removal is 
d in October 

h December, 
conduct surveys prior to 
tree removal.  Schedule 
tree removal according 
to results of surveys. 

Prior to granting 
of Planned 
Development 
Permit (which 
includes Tree 
Removal 
Permit), and 
within 14 days 
prior to the 
initiation of tree 
removal during 
January through 
April, and no 

  birds, the 
g: 

Unless tre
conducte
throug

roject sponsor (GVRD) shall implement one of the followin

A. Tree removal shall occur in the fall (Octobe
December), or: 
 
B. Prior to removal of any tree, a qualified biologist sha
a pre-construction survey to determine if the tree co

Project 
Sponsor 

Exhibit 3: Environmental Impact Report for Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan Project 
                 (certified September 27, 2007)



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM – GLEN COVE WATERFRONT PARK 
 

MONITORING VERIFICATION  
Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation Method Monitoring and 

Verification Entity 
Timing 

Requirements 
Signature Date 
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riods of 
by short, 

ty of the 

r talons to 

during the 
 shall be 
 qualified 

ance zone 
ed and do not 

il the nest tree is re

more than 30 
days prior to the 
initiation of 
these activities 
during May 
through 
September 

would be indicated by one or more of the following: 
 

1. Incubation behavior of adults (e.g., regular pe
“disappearance” in ot  the same location followed 
secretive flights to forage). 
 
2. xtrE eme distress and alarm calls when in close vicini
nest tree. 
 
3. Observation of food being carried on the beak o
the nest. 
 

Trees that contain active nest(s) shall be removed only 
fall (October through December).  An adequate buffer
established around the nest tree as determined by the
biologist, but providing no less than a 100-foot no disturb
around the nest tree.  Trees that have been survey
contain any active nests may be removed at any time, a
they are not contained any required no-disturbance zone of
nest, in which case they shall remain unt

s long as 
 an active 
moved. 

 
Mitigation Measure IV-2: To avoid impacts to roosting 
project sponsor (GVRD) shall implement the following: 
 
Building demolition (main house, and caretaker’s resi
demolished) shall occur be

bats, the 

dence if 
5 or from 
val during 
and more 

Conduct 
construc
within 14 days
buildin
special
identifi
structure

tween February 15 to April 1

 to August 

cted by a 
qualified biologist within 14 days prior to building demolition.  To 
determine presence or absence of bats, the survey shall be 
conducted by a biologist with experience surveying for bats, focusing 
on the attic area of structures to be demolished.  If no special-status 
bats are identified during the pre-construction survey(s), then no 

pre-
tion survey 

 prior to 
g demolition.  If 
-status bats are 
ed in any of the 

(s) proposed 
for removal, 
reproductive status 
shall be determined, 
and appropriate 
measures developed. 

Building 
demolition shall 
occur between 
February 15 to 
April 15 or from 
August 15 to 
October 15 
 
Pre-construction 
survey for 
roosting bats 
shall be 
conducted within 
14 days prior to 
building 
demolition 

  

August 15 to October 15 to minimize the likelihood of remo
the winter roosting period when individuals are less active 
difficult to detect, and the critical pupping period (April 16
14) when young can not disperse. 
 
A pre-construction survey for roosting bats shall be condu

Project 
Sponsor 
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impacts to these bats would be expected to occur from demolition. 

y of the 
shall be 

allow for 
methods.  
lified bat 

re-demolition survey, such as opening the 
roof of the structures, monitoring of demolition, and other measures 

he pre-
duals or 

use.  No 
currently 

pied roost is detected 
truction survey(s), CDFG shall be notified and 

 
If, however, any special-status bats are identified in an
structure(s) proposed for removal, reproductive status 
determined, and appropriate measures developed to 
passive relocation through building exclusions and other 
Additional recommendations may be made by the qua
specialist following the p

to avoid take of individual bats. 
 
Restrictions on timing of demolition and conduct of t
construction survey(s) would prevent direct take of indivi
destruction of any maternity roost locations in active 
immediate replacement of roosting habitat is 
recommended.  If a maternity roost or occu
during the pre-cons
consulted to determine if protection measures are adequ
replacement for loss of occupied habitat is required. 
 

ate and if 

Mitigation Measure IV-3: The project sponsor (GVRD) sh
appropriate authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of 
for modifications along the shoreline, and (if required) fro
Army Corps of Engineers and/or Ca

all obtain 
Engineers 
 the U.S. 

nt of Fish and 

Obtain ap
authori
U.S. Armym

lifornia Departme

p
zati

 
Engineers, California 

e
nd

onal Wat Quality 
ol Board 

Project 
Sponsor, Corps 
of Engineers, 
Department of 

Prior to 
construction 

  

Game for modifications to the drainage west of the Strem
house.  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall also obtain Wat
Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 
 

mel main 
er Quality 
 pursuant 

Departm
Game, a
Regi
Contr

ropriate 
ons from 
Corps of 

nt of Fish and 
/or the 

er 

Fish and 
Game, 
RWQCB 

Mitigation Measure IV-4:  All use of herbicides shall be con
described in the Vegetation Management and Habitat Restor
and stipulated in Mitigation Measure VII-2, including the use of Best 
Management Practices, compliance with State Guidelines, and 
herbicide application by certified technicians only. 
 

ate measures 
struction plan 

specifications and 
make reference in 
construction contract.  
Document that this has 
been performed. 
 

Project 
Sponsor 

Prior to grading 
and/or building 
permit approval 
 
 
 
 
 

  trolled as 
tion Plan 

Incorpor
into cona
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Site inspections Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and construction 

Mitigation Measure IV-5:  As required in Mitigation Meas
the project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and implemen
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to control con
related erosion and sedimentation and, as required in 
Measure VIII-2, the 

ure VIII-1, 
a St

See Mit
t 
s

orm 
truction-

Mitigation 
project sponsor (GVRD) shall develop and 

lan to control operational runoff 

iga
Measures VIII-1 and 
VIII-2 
 

 VIII-
1 and VIII-2 

See Mitigation 
Measures VIII-1 
and VIII-2 

  

implement a Stormwater Control P
from the project site. 
 

tion See Mitigation 
Measures

PREHISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES      

Mitigation Measure V-1: All earth-disturbing activities at t
site, including connection of the caretaker’s residence 
and/or water lines, installation and maintenance of wa
caretaker’s residence, excavation at the proposed parking 
restroom, any excavation of contaminated soil associated
underground storage tank near the main house, and 
disturbing activities within the Cultural Resource Area and 

he project 
to sewer 
ls at the 
area and 
 with the 
all earth-
s 50-foot 

Prepare w
Archaeo
Monit
incorpor
into cons
specification
ma

l

i
buff  area, shall be monitored by a qualified arch

Cove Waterfront Park Project 
Monitoring 
imum: 

 activities, 
nes that no 
aterials will 

occur; 
 
c) Specific requirements that archaeological monitors be notified 
immediately if potentially significant archaeological resources 
are encountered anywhere in the absence of an onsite monitor; 
 

ritten 
logical 

oring Agreement, 
ate Agreement 
truction plan 

s, and 
ke reference in 

nstruction contract.  
Document that this has 
been performed. 
 
Site inspections 

Sponsor 
Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and construction 

  

t
er aeologist.  co

Archaeological monitoring for the Glen 
area shall be conducted under a written Archaeological 
Agreement.  Such an Agreement shall provide for, at a min

 
a) Timely notification prior to any excavations; 
 
b) Monitoring during all earth-moving or soil disturbing
however minor, until and unless the monitor determi
impacts to potentially significant archaeological m

Project 
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r to halt 
significant archaeological materials or 

human remains are encountered; 

p, recover, 
ny archaeological materials and data 

, cataloging, analysis, 
recovered 

corporate 
and data 
historical 
ddition to 
the Final 
Center of 

 System for 
, and another copy shall 

nd data.  
 are and 

arch and 
ompletely 
 methods 
f all data, 
 regional 
eologists 
, and the 
following 

completion of the Final Report.  Appropriate specialized, focused 
scientific analytic techniques shall be applied (e.g., radiocarbon 
dating, obsidian sourcing and hydration, typological studies, 
geomorphological studies, faunal analysis, etc.).  Obtaining, 
analyzing, interpreting, and reporting archaeological data from the 

d) Authority of the onsite archaeological monito
excavations if potentially 

 
e) Time and space to record, photograph and ma
retrieve, and/or remove a
during the construction process; 
 
f)  Time and funding for laboratory cleaning
and preparation for permanent curation of any and all 
data and materials after onsite monitoring ends; and 
 
g) Time and funding for a Final Report of findings, to in
data developed for this report as appropriate 
developed by monitoring and analysis; additional 
and/or archival research may also be warranted.  In a
reporting to the project sponsor (GVRD), copies of 
Report must be submitted to the Northwest Information 
the California Historical Resources Information
inclusion in the permanent archives
accompany any curated archaeological materials a
Archaeological data, reports, and recovered materials
will remain the property of the property owners. 

 
Archaeological identification, inventory, evaluation, rese
mitigation under provisions of CEQA, if any, shall be c
reported in a comprehensive manner, incorporating all
used and data gained, thorough current scientific analysis o
and interpretation of any archaeological resources within a
archaeological framework.  Qualified professional archa
shall complete the report to current professional standards
data shall be made available to other qualified researchers 
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e as mitigative compensation for any project-
related impacts to resources. 

Mitigation Measure V-2:  The project sponsor (GV
construction contractors shall be prepared to respond app
if heretofore undetec

RD) and 
ropriately 

countered 

Incorpor
into c
specifica
make refe
con

ted archaeological resources are en

and the 

ersonnel, 
nel, and 

will be to 
his plan.  
r relocate 

and if 
ted, mitigative activities carried out.  In virtually all reasonably 

on will be 
 from the 

be made 
aterials in 
ognizable 
posits of 

s, clams, 
mammals, 
flakes left 
(mortars, 
, often as 

years (bottles, 
so have scientific 

and cultural significance and should be more readily identified.  If 
during the proposed construction project any such evidence is 
uncovered or encountered, all excavations within 10 meters/30 feet 
shall be halted long enough to call in the monitoring archaeologists 
to assess the situation and propose appropriate measures. 

onstruction plan 
tions and 
rence in 

struction contract.  
Document that this has 
been performed. 
 
Site inspections 

Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and construction 

  

anywhere in the project area. 
 
To set up and facilitate both the recommended monitorin
response procedure required under CEQA, a pre-co
meeting shall be arranged involving responsible project p
both onsite and managerial supervisory construction person
the archaeological monitors.  The purpose of this meeting 
familiarize all involved parties with the provisions of t
Construction contractors shall be prepared to halt and/o
work while finds are identified, recorded, evaluated, 
warran

g 
nstruction 

foreseeable circumstances, the appropriate mitigation acti
recording and removal of archaeological objects and data
project area. 
 
Supervisory and construction personnel shall therefore 
aware of the possibility of encountering archaeological m
this sensitive zone.  In this area, the most common and rec
evidence of prehistoric archaeological resources are de
marine shell, usually in fragments (mussels, oyster
abalone, crabs, etc.), and/or faunal bone (deer, marine 
etc.), usually in a dark fine-grained soil (midden); stone 
from manufacturing stone tools, or the tools themselves 
pestles, arrowheads and spear points); and human burials
dislocated bones.  Historic materials older than 45 
artifacts, trash pits, structural remains, etc.) may al

ate measures Project 
Sponsor 
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Mitigation Measure V-3:  The project sponsor (GV
contractors must be prepared to carry out the require
California State law with regards to the discovery of huma
during construction.  In the event that any human rem
encountered during site disturbance, all ground–disturb
shall cease immediately and the County coroner shall b
immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains to 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archae
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ologist, in co

onstru
ficatio

fer
ctio

tractor or Project 
 notify 

ng 
e unty 

r up g 

oner; Native 

Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
 
As needed, field 
verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and construction 

  RD) and 
ments of 
n remains 
ains are 

Incorpor
into c
speci
make re

ing work 
e notified 
be Native 
shall be 

nsultation 
comme

constru
 
Con
Sponsor to
Vallejo Planni

with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall re
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 
 

nd Departm
Corone
remains 

ate measures 
ction plan 
ns and 
ence in 
n contract 

nt and Co
on findin

Project 
Sponsor, 
County 
Cor
American 
Heritage 
Commission 

Mitigation Measure V-4: If any paleontological resou
encountered during site grading or other construction act
ground disturbance shall be halted until the services of a
paleontologi

rces are 
ivities, all 

Incor
into con

 qualified 
st can be retained to identify and

resource(s) and, if necessary, recommend mitigation measures to 
document and prevent any significant adverse effects on the 
resource(s). 

porate measures 
struction plan 

specifications and 
make reference in 
construction contract 
 
Site inspections 

Sponsor 
Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
 
As needed, field 
verify 
implementation 
durin g 
and construction 

  

 evaluate the 

 

Project 

g gradin

GEOLOGY AND SOILS      

Mitigation Measure VI-1:  As recommended by th
geotechnical report (Kleinfelder, Inc., Geotechnical and 
Evaluation, 

e project Incorpo
Geological 

itesides 
into
speGlen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Wh

Drive, Vallejo California, 11 August 2005), all project improvements 
shall be designed in accordance with current earthquake resistance 

ilding
Seismic Zone 4. 

 

rate measures 
 construction plan 
cifications and 

make reference in 
construction contract 

Site inspec

Project Condition of 
building permit 
approval 
 
 

Field verify 
implementation 
during 
construction 

  

standards for the area as outlined in the California Bu  Code for  
tions 

Sponsor 

 

Mitigation Measure VI-2:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. 
 

See Mitigation Measure 
VIII-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-1 
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 VI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measure V See Mitiga See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2 

  III-2. 
 

tion Measure 
VIII-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-2 

Mitigation Measure VI-4:  Prior to initiation of grading
sponsor (GVRD) shall obtain a City gra

, the project 
ding permit, a

with all requirements of the grading permit. 
nd sha

Obtain gra Project 
S

Prior to grading   
ll comply  

ding permit 
ponsor, City 

of Vallejo 
Mitigation Measure VI-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure VI-1. See Mitigatio

VI-1 
n 

Measure VI-1 
See Mitigation 
Measure VI-1 

  n Measure See Mitigatio

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS      

Mitigation Measure VII-1:  Implement Mitigation Measure VIII-1. See Miti
VIII-1 

ga asure n See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-1 

  tion Me See Mitigatio
Measure VIII-1 

Mitigation Measure VII-2:  All use of herbicides in project 
tions and 

Incor
into concon truction and maintenance shall comply with all restric

procedures for herbicide use identified in the V
Management and Habitat Restoration Plan (VMHRP), inclu

 
a) Use of professional consultants and contractors to coor
perform the initial major invasive species removal, re-co
and native seeding and planting efforts.  Chemical treatm
invasive species shall be carefully controlled accordin
California Department of Pesticide Regulation

s
egetation 

dinate or 
ntouring, 

ent of the 
g to the 

 the Solano 
agement 
sensitive 
propriate 

rtification 
restricted 

erform all 
shall be used 

considering latest standards for 
products used for target species.  Factors to be considered during 
herbicide application shall include wind and weather conditions, 
timing of initial and subsequent treatments, specific product and 
concentrations, and protection of aquatic habitat and native cover 
to be preserved or established on the site. 

porate measures 
struction plan 

specifications and 
make reference in 
construction contract 
 
Site inspections 

Sponsor 
Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and construction 

  

ding: 

s and
County Agricultural Commissioner using Best Man
Practices to prevent exposure to park users, avoid 
aquatic habitat, and utilize the most effective and ap
products available at the time field work is performed. 
 
b) Employed trained professionals, with appropriate ce
and licensing as a Pest Control Operator for use of non-
materials registered for use in Solano County, to p
herbicide applications.  Best Management Practices 
during all herbicide applications, 

Project 
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c) The public shall be notified of treatment areas prior to
application through use of temporary signage posted no l
24 hours in advance of application, identifying the prod
used, explaining health risks, and including a contact pe
phone number to answer any questions.  Signs shall be 
the entrance to the park and the perimeter of any treatme
50-foot intervals or as necessary to visibly delin
boundaries of the treatment area.  Within the Cultu
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 herbicide 
ess than 

uct to be 
rson and 
posted at 
nt area at 
eate the 
Resource 
ll not be 
cap. 

ded during 

eet of surface waters shall be re
an aquatic-approved herbicide. 

ral 
Area and its 50-foot buffer area, sign post holes sha
allowed to penetrate into the native ground under the soil 

 
d) Disturbance to the central drainage shall be avoi
recontouring and placement of the fill cap.  Any fol
application within five f

iar spray 
stricted to 

Mitigation Measure VII-3:  The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
implement the following: 
 
Step 1:  Identification of Soils to be Excavated/Disturbed 

a  identify 
.  If the 

, 
al, Inc., 
zardous 

Draft Removal Action 
port to: 

n
Re: Draft Removal Action Completion Report, Asse
in Soil, Glen Cove Waterfront Park Master Plan, Vallejo, California, 
21 May 1997), then Step 2 below shall be implemented. 
 
Step 2:  Determination of Presence of Lead-Contaminated Soils

 
The construction documents for the proposed project sh
the precise locations of soil to be excavated or disturbe
areas to be excavated or disturbed are within or near the p
planned parking area along the northwest boundary of
identified in the 1988 Master Plan Report (Glen Cove Par
California, Master Plan Report, Amphion Environmen
November 1, 1988), or other areas that may contain h
levels of lead based on the findings of 

ll
d
reviously-

  the site
 Vallejok,

t
a

Completion Report (Harding Lawson Associates, Letter 
Ms. Annina Antonio, California Environmental Protectio

Re
 Agency, 

ssment of Lead 

  
 

rate measures 
struction plan 

specifications and 
make reference in 
construction contract 
 
 

 
 
Identify location of soils 
to be excavated/ 
disturbed 

 
 
 
 
Retain consultant to 

SC
Incorporation 
into Plan 
Specifications 
and 
Construction 
Contract: 
Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
Identification of 
Soils to be 
Excavated/ 
Disturbed: 
Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
Sampling: Prior 

  Incorpo
into con

 
 

 
 

Project 
Sponsor, DT
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Prior to approval of a building permit for the project, th
sponsor (GVRD) shall hire a consultant to collect soil
(borings) from areas on the site in which soil would be exc
disturbed, and test the soil samples for total lead.  The c
shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite 
The consultant shall prepare a report on the soil testing for 
includes the results of the soil testing and a map that s
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es 
vated or 

e 
locations of soils from which the consultant collected the soil 

o s on the 
project site are not contaminated with lead at or above a tentially 

measures with regar
contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 

e project 
 sampl
a
onsultant 
samples.  
lead that 
ows thh

samples. 
 
The project sponsor (GVRD) shall contact the California D
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and submit the rep
soil testing for lead.  If the DTSC determines that the s

epartment 
t on the or

il
po

hazardous level, no further mitigation d to lead-

 
Step 3:  Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 
 
If, based on the results of the soil tests conducted, t
determines that the soils on the project site that are plan
excavated or disturbed are contaminated with lead at 
potentially hazardous levels, the DTSC shall determine if p
of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted.  If such 
requested by the DTSC, the SMP shall include a discussi
level of lead contamination of soils on the project site and 
measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, incl
not limited to:  1) the alternatives for managing contamin
on the site (e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete 
treatment, recycling for reuse, or a combination); 2)
alternative for mana

he DTSC 
ned to be 

r above 
r paration 

uding, but 
ated soils 
removal, 

 the preferred 
ging contaminated soils on the site and a brief 

justification; and 3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, 
and dispose of contaminated soils on the site.  The SMP shall be 
submitted to the DTSC for review and approval.  A copy of the SMP 
shall be submitted to the Greater Vallejo Recreation District to 
become part of the case file. 
 

d test soil 
samples, if required by 
Step 1 

SC of 
ng results, if 

sampling is required by 
Step 1 
 

re and implement 
Site Mitigation Plan if 
required by DTSC 

Implement handling, 
hauling, and disposal 
practices if required by 
DTSC 
 
 

 
Prepare Closure/ 
Certification Report if 
required by DTSC 

to grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
Notification of 
DTSC: Prior to 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
Preparation of 
Site Mitigation 
Plan: as 
required by 
DTSC. 
 
 
Implementation 
of Site Mitigation 
Plan, and 
Handling, 
Hauling, and 
Disposal 
Practices: during 
grading and 
construction. 
 
Closure/ 
Certification 
Report: After 
excavation and 
foundation 
construction 
activities are 
completed and 
prior to issuance 
of a certificate of 

o
e
a plan is  
on of the 
mitigation 

 
 

collect an

 
Notify DT
sampli

 
 
Prepa
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taminated Step 4:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Con
Soils 
 
(a)  specific work practices:  If, based on the results of the
conducted, the DTSC determines that the soils on the p
are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardo
the construction contractor shall be alert for the presenc
soils during excavation and other construction activities o
(detected through soil odor, color, texture, and results of o
testing), and shall be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., char
and dispose of such soils appropriately

 soil tests 
roject site 
us levels, 
e of such 
n the site 
n-site soil 
acterize), 
 by local, 
afe work 

dust suppression

 (i.e., as dictated
state, and federal regulations, including OSHA lead-s
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 
(b)  :  Soils exposed during excavation for site 

ept moist 
after work 

preparation and project construction activities shall be k
throughout the time they are exposed, both during and 
hours. 
(c)  surface water runoff control:  Where soils are s
visquene shall be used to create an impermeable liner, bot
and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain any potenti
water runo

tockpiled, 
h beneath 
al surface 

ff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
(d)  soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or othe
material(s) shall be used to bring portions of the project s
lead-contaminated soils have been excavated and remov
construction grade. 
(e)  

r suitable 
ite, where 
ed, up to 

hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be haule
projec

d off the 
t site by waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the 

prevent dispersion of 
the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted 

State of 

Step 5:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report

State of California and adequately covered to 

hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the 
California. 
 

 
 
After excavation and foundation construction activities are 
completed, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and submit a 
closure/certification report to the DTSC for review and approval.  

occupancy 
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The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation 
in the SMP for handling and removing lead-contaminated 
the project site, whether the construction contractor modified a
these mitigation measures, and ho
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measures 
soils from 

ny of 
w and why the construction 

contractor modified those mitigation measures. 
 
Mitigation Measure VII-4:  The project sponsor (GVRD)
coordination with the Solano County Department of Envir
Management, determine an appropriate disposition for 
located east of the main house (removal or abandonment 
The type of closure selected shall, to the maximum extent
avoid disturbance to the cultural resource protection 
required by the Solano County Department of Envir
Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) also shall 
qualified environmental pr

 shall, in 
onmental 
the UST 
in place).  

Coordin
Cou
Environm
Manag

 feasible, 
area.  If 
onmental 
retain a 

ence and 
d to the 
state and 

determi
dispositi
 
If requi
County
Enviro
Manag

ofessional to assess the pres
e

shall coordinate with th

Management, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall prepare and 
implement a site-specific health and safety plan to mitigate potential 
hazards to construction workers and the general public during 
remediation.  The health and safety plan shall meet the requirements 
of federal, state, and local environmental and worker safety laws.  

ate
nty De

e
eme
ne appropriate 
on of UST 

red by Solano 
 Department of 

nmental 
ement, retain 

nt to assess 
nation 

ciated with UST 

d by Solano 
ty Department of 

Environmental 
Management, 

te area of UST 
ance with 

artment 
ents 

d by Solano 
County Department of 
Environmental 
Management, prepare 
and implement site-
specific health and 
safety plan 

Environmental 
Management 

As determined 
by Solano 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Management 

  

extent of soil and/or groundwater contamination relat
underground storage tank (UST), in conformance with 
local guidelines and regulations. 
 
If sampling identifies surface and/or subsurface contamin
area shall be remediated in accordance with the s
regulations, and determinations of local, state, and federal r
agencies.  All earth-disturbing activities conducte
remediation shall comply with Mitigation Measures V-
requires monitoring by a qualified archaeologist), V-2, V-3, a
The project sponsor (GVRD) 

ation, the 
tandards, 
egulatory 

d during 
1 (which 

nd V-4.  

consulta
contami
asso
 
If require
Coun

e Solano 
any other 
t-specific 
oved and 

tal 

remedia
in accord
Dep
requirem
 
If require

County Department of Environmental Management and 
applicable regulatory agencies to adopt contaminan
remediation target levels.  The excavated soil shall be rem
disposed of at an approved disposal facility. 
 
If required by the Solano County Department of Environmen

 with Solano 
partment of 
ntal 
nt to 

Project 
Sponsor, 
Solano County 
Department of 
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Mitigation Measure 

 
Implementation Method Monitoring and 

Verification Entity 
Timing 

Requirements 
Signature Date 

 
 

Specific information to be provided in the plan shal
identification of contaminants, potential hazards, material
procedures, dust suppression methods, personal protectio
and devices, controlled access to the site, health and safe
requirements, monitoring equipment to be used during re
to verify health and safety of the workers and the public, 
to prote
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ct public health and safety, and emergency 

mitigation 
rtment of 
agencies 
onmental 

oved from 
azardous 

r analysis 
submit to 

ment (and 
rtment of 
mitigation 
he steps 

comply with the mitigation measure and include all verifying 
documentation.  The report shall be certified by an REA or similarly 

specifying the actions that ha
implemented. 

d by Solano 
nty Department of 

ental 
ent, prepare 
ting that the 

mitigation measure has 
been implemented 

l include 
 handling 
n clothing 
ty training 
mediation 
measures 
response 

 
If require
Cou
Environm
Managem
report sta

procedures. 
 
All reports and plans prepared in accordance with this 
measure shall be provided to the Solano County Depa
Environmental Management and to any other appropriate 
identified by the Solano County Department of Envir
Management.  If the UST and/or contaminated soil is rem
the site, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall, after all h
materials have been removed and soil and groundwate
and other activities have been completed as appropriate, 
the Solano County Department of Environmental Manage
any other agencies identified by the Solano County Depa
Environmental Management) a report stating that the 
measure has been implemented.  The report shall describe t
taken to 

qualified individual who states that the mitigation measure 
implemented, and 

has been 
ve been 

 
Mitigation Measure VII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measur
VII-2, VII-3, and VII-4. 
 

es VII-1, See 
Measu
VII-3, an

Mitiga
res 2, 

d 

n See Mitigation 
Measures VII-1, 
VII-2, VII-3, and 
VII-4 

  tion 
VII-1, VII-
VII-4 

See Mitigatio
Measures VII-
1, VII-2, VII-3, 
and VII-4 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY      
Mitigation Measure VIII-1: The project sponsor (GVRD) shall 
develop and implement a SWPPP for construction of the proposed 
project, as required by the SWRCB and San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The SWPPP shall include, 

Prepare SWPPP.  
Incorporate SWPPP 
into construction plan 
specifications and 
make reference in 

Project 
Sponsor, 
RWQCB 

Condition of 
grading and 
building permits 
approvals 
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•

•

• d equipment 

pervious 

• ding soils 
creases in 
ins, straw 

wales, and 

• ;  

• or reduce discharge of materials to 

• Description of waste management practices; and 

• Maintenance and training practices. 

 

on contract.  
cument that this has 

been performed. 

Site inspections 

 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and/or 
construction 

at a minimum, the following elements: 

 

 Preparation of a site map; 

 Description of const

 Source identification;

ruction materials
storage and maintenance; 

, practices, an

 List of pollutants likely to contact storm water •

• Estimate of the construction site area and percent im
area;  

 Erosion and sedimentation control practices, inclu
stabilization, revegetation, and run
sediment in storm water runoff, su
bales, silt fences, check dams, 

off control to limit in
ch as detention bas

geofabrics, drainage s
sandbag dikes; 

 Proposed construction dewatering plans

 List of provisions to eliminate 
storm water; 

constructi
Do
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Mitigation Measure VIII-2: The project sponsor (GV
develop and implement a Stormwater Control Plan for the 
project as required by applicable regulations, in compli
Section C.3 of the RWQCB’s NPDES permit governing d
from the municipal storm drain systems.  The Storm
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P

•

 natural 

res, and 
ite. 

ng self-
atment, 

• graph 

control 
m extent 

or other 
Control 

s for 
fication BMPs. 

• Means by which BMP maintenance will be financed and 
implemented in perpetuity. 

• Statement accepting responsibility for operation and 
maintenance of treatment BMPs. 

 

Prepare St
a

rporate Stormwater 
rol Plan into 
truction plan 

tions and 
rence in 

struction contract.  
Document that this has 
been performed. 
 
Site inspections 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Long-term maintenance 
of BMPs 

Condition of 
grading and 
building permits 
approvals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during grading 
and/or 
construction and 
prior to issuance 
of a certificate of 
occupancy 
 
Long-term 
maintenance: in 
accordance with 
maintenance 
provisions of 
Stormwater 
Control Plan 

  RD) shall 
proposed 

ance with 
ischarges 
r Control 

strain, or 

Control Pl
Inco
Cont
cons
specifica
make refe
con

wate
lan shall include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

 Description of site features and conditions that con
provide opportunities for, stormwater control. 

• Description of site design characteristics that prote
resources. 

ct

• Description of site design characteristics, building fea
pavement selections that reduce imperviousness of the

tu
 s

• Tabulation of pervious and impervious area, show
retaining areas and areas tributary to each infiltration, tr
or hydrograph modificatio

i
e

n BMP (Best Management Pr

 Preliminary designs for each treatment or hydro
modificatio

actice). 
 
 

n management BMP. 

 Identified pollutant source areas and for each, the sour
measure(s) used to reduce pollutants to the maximu
pra

• ce 

cticable. 

 Identification of any conflicts with • codes or requireme t
anticipated obstacles to implementing the Stormwate
Plan. 

n s 
r 

• General description of maintenance need
treatment/hydrograph modi

ormwater 
n.  

Project 
Sponsor, 
RWQCB 
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Mitigation Measure VIII-3:  A bioswale to intercept and tr
water runoff from the parking area, as identified in Figure 
Area & Frontage Plan of the Glen Cove Waterfront Park Ma
shall be constructed in compliance with applicable Se
stormwater regulations an
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d the project’s Stormwater Co
required in Mitigation Measure VIII-2. 
 

ate e 
onstruction plan 
fications and 

erence in 
tion contract.  

cument that this has 
n performed. 

 
Site inspections 

Condition of 
grading permit 
approval 
 
 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
durin g 
and cons uction 

  eat storm 
5: Parking 
ster Plan, 
ction C.3 
ntrol Plan 

Incorpor
into c
speci
make ref
construc
Do

 bioswal

bee

Project 
Sponsor 

g gradin
tr

Mitigation Measure VIII-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure 
VII-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure VII-2 

  VII-2. See Mitiga
 

tion Measure See Mitigation 
Measure VII-2 

Mitigation Measure VIII-5:  Implement Mitigation Measure V
 

III-1. Se
VIII-1 

e Mitiga asure n See Mitigation 
Measure VIII-1 

  tion Me See Mitigatio
Measure VIII-1 

NOISE      
Mitigation Measure XI-1:  The project sponsor (GVRD) sha
he construction contractor(s) to: 

ll require 
t
 
• ing and muffling devices on construction 

equipment that comply with all applicable standards and 

Incorporate into 
nstruction contract. 

 
 
Site inspections 

Condition of 
grading and 
building permit 
approvals 
 
Field verify 
impleme tation 
during grading 
and construction 

  

 Use noise shield

regulations; and 
• Limit construction activity to the hours between 7 a.m. an

Monday through Friday. 
 

d 8 p.m., 

co
 

Project 
Sponsor 

n

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS      
Mitigation Measure XVI-1: Prior to the initiation o
construction, the project sponsor (GVRD) shall prep

f project 
 recycling 

ng plan 

Incorpor
constructi
into con

are a
plan to cover all phases of project construction.  The recycli
shall identify a strategy for handling all waste materi e 
generated during construction and demolition, in order to divert a 
minimum of 50 percent by weight.  The project sponsor (GVRD) 
shall provide summary report of the diversion to the City. 
 

ate 
on recycling 

struction plan 
specifications and 
make reference in 
construction contract.  
Document that this has 
been performed. 
 

Project 
Sponsor, City 
of Vallejo 

Condition of 
grading and/or 
building permit 
approval 
 
 
 
 
 

  

als that will b
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ummary 
report to City of Vallejo 

Upon 
completion of 
construction and 
prior to issuance 
of certificate of 
occupan y 

Provide s

c
Mitigation Measure XVI-2: The trash receptacles provided
project’s picnic tables shall include separate containers for 
of recyclable materials such as glass, paper, pla

 with the 
collection 
stic, and 
lection of 
fe of the 

Inco
conta
cons
specificat
make refe
cons

tin/aluminum cans, and shall provide for the regular col
these materials from the project site throughout the li
project. 
 

rporate
iners into 

truction plan 
ions and 
rence in 

truction contract.  
cument that this has 

been performed. 
 
Site inspections 

 
 

cy
materials 

y 
Construction of 
recycling 
containers:  
Condition of 
building permit 
approval 
 
 
 
Field verify 
implementation 
during 
construction 
 
Colle
recyclables: 
ongoing during 
project operation

   recycling 

Do

 
 

Collect re clable 

Project 
Sponsor, Cit
of Vallejo 

ction of 

Mitigation Measure XVI-3:  Implement Mitigation Measur
 

See Mitigatio
XVI-1 
 

Measure XVI-1 
See Mitigation 
Measure XVI-1 

  e XVI-1. n Measure See Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure XVI-4:  Implement Mitigation Measure XVI-2. 
 

See Mitigation Measure 
XVI-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure XVI-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure XVI-2 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Geoprobe Testing for Archaeological Resources at the Glen Cove Park Project Area, Vallejo, 
Solano County, California 
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GEO-PROBE RECORD 
Project/Site No.: Glen Cove Waterfront Park                                                    Date:  03/28/07          
Recorder(s):  Ian Alexander                                                           Probe  Size:     2”    W by     3’     L 

Location:  Vallejo, CA                                                                                            Screen Size:  N/A       

Unit Depth(ft) Soil/Sediment Description Cultural Materials 
1 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock and 
trace amounts of dark midden and shell at 5’ depth. 

Midden. 

    

2 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 3/4, brown fill. “” 

“” 5’-7’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock and 
trace amounts of dark midden and shell at 7’ depth. 

Midden. 

    

3 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 

“” 5’-6’ Encountered bedrock; unit closed @ 6’. “” 

    

4 0-3’ 10 YR 3/3, brown clay fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill. “” 

    

5 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/2, brown fill with angular rock. “” 

    

6 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. Burned wood @ 3’. 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

    

7 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. 
 

None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 
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GEO-PROBE RECORD 
Project/Site No.: Glen Cove Waterfront Park                                                    Date:  03/28/07          
Recorder(s):  Ian Alexander                                                           Probe  Size:     2”    W by     3’     L 

Location:  Vallejo, CA                                                                                            Screen Size:  N/A       

Unit Depth(ft) Soil/Sediment Description Cultural Materials 
8 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock and 
 

“” 

    

9 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 3/4, brown fill. “” 

    

10 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 

“” 5’-6’ Mottled medium brown clay – native deposit? “” 

    

11 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown clay with angular rock. 
Very moist. No tapping needed. 
 

None 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown clay. Very moist. 
 

“” 

    

12 0-3’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. Midden. 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 

    

13 0-3’ 10 YR 2/2, medium black midden, sparse and mixed 
with gravels. 

Midden. 

“” 3’-5’ 10 YR 2/2, medium black midden. “” 

    

14 0-3’ 10 YR 2/2, medium black midden. Irrigation line hit @ 
10” below surface, unit Closed. 

Midden, 2” pvc irrigation 
line. 
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GEO-PROBE RECORD 
Project/Site No.: Glen Cove Waterfront Park                                                    Date:  05/18/07          
Recorder(s):  Ian Alexander                                                           Probe  Size:     2”    W by     4’     L 

Location:  Vallejo, CA                                                                                            Screen Size:  N/A       

Unit Depth(ft) Soil/Sediment Description Cultural Materials 
15 0-4’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 

    

16 0-4’ 10 YR 3/3, brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. 
Bedrock encountered @ 8’ depth. 

“” 

    

17 0-4’ 10 YR 3/3, brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. 
Bedrock encountered @ 7.5’ depth. 

“” 

    

18 0-4’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill/clay. Slightly moist and 
friable.  

“” 

    

19 0-4’ 10 YR 3/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. “” 

    

20 0-4’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill with angular rock. None 

“” 4’-8’ 10 YR 4/3, medium brown fill/clay. Slightly moist and 
friable.  

“” 
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Geo-probe Unit Location Map
Glen Cove Waterfront Park
120 Whitesides Drive, 
Vallejo, CA.
Holman & Associates
05/18/07 :  100 ft.
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